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NICHOLAS SMITY 


| AGAINST A REPLY 


HIS DISCVSSION OF SOME 
pointes tatight by My. DoBGonr Kelliſon in his © 
Treatiſe of 4 Eccleſiaflicall Hierarchy, © 
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We dare not match or compare onr ſelues with certayne , th 
commend them ſelues, But we meaſure our ſeluesin our ; 
nes , 41d compare our ſelues to our ſelnes, But we will m 
glory aboue our meaſure, but according to the meaſure | 
the Rule , which God hath meaſured to v3; 4 meaſure oy 
to reach yBio you7: do we extend our ſelues beyonde.' For w 
are come as farre, as to you in the Ghoſþell of Chrift, 
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> FRIES intituled, 1 Treatiſe 
of the Eccefiafticall Hierarchy , where 
among other points, he chiefly intended 
to proue, that Engliſh Catholikes could 
not in conſcience refuſe a Biſhop, al- 
though, by his comming, their Perſecu- 
tion were to be increaſed. 

This Treatiſe of .H.Dotour was alle 
[wered by LM mode#t Diſcuſsion ; againlt 
Which was ſet forth in Print, a litle 
Booke with title of A# 1:qui/ition &c. of 
wich ſome Copies ,cuen in a 5 
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that falſe ſlatider-about the Poy Lore; 
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both in the North, & South of Epglad.) 
Others haue it not. 

The 17qui:f:0n was preſently confu- 
ted by a Charitable Oualificatio ; to which 
was adioyned an Admonition to the Reg. 
arr; The Author whereof had not, at 
that tyme, ſcene in Print, any of thole 
Copies , which mentioned 'the forlayd 
ſlaunderous poynt ; which I though 
g00d heere to note, for thy knowledge. 

After the /2qui/ition , there is newly 
come forth aſecond an( Ja, 
cuſ5sion, called , A Reply to Nicolas Smith- 
his Diſcuſ5ion &c. To this Reply, I now 
anſ{were, in defence of. Nicolas Smith. 

Thou mayſt erhaps wonder,that the 
Reply(whach Fd we haueaneye tothed1- 
ference of print, in bulke 1s greater the 
M. Doflours Hierarchy ) ſhould be aniwe- 
red inſo few leaues of paper. And I muſt 
confeſſe, Idid notat friſt hope, to haue 
ended the Defence , inſo few,eyther {e- 
ues, Of dxtes, which were but ſcancn,cor- . 
hol nt to the ſeaven Queſtions hid- 
led by the Kepler; within whuch me 
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| To the Reader. "=" 
paſſe of tyme , I was confined both ta; -...” 
reade , and anſwere the Reply : and yet * 
in all ſincerity I do auouch, not to haug 
omitted the anſwere of any one thin 
" | wherein I conceaued there myght 


þ 


; the leaſt - 4b of difficulty. The 


reaſon of this breuity was double. 
; The one, becauſe many chiefe obie- 
tions made by the Replyer, were afore« 
| | hand fully anſwered by the @nalificatron 
* | before the Reply came out; to which 
* 8 therfore it will be ſufficient to referre. 
| theein ſuch points. Beſides, there is pu- 
" | bliſhed alearned & elegant booke, with 
Title of A»CApology of the holy Sea Apo= 
Raliques proce edin 4 for the CORernment of 
the Catholikes of Eneland , during the tyme 
of Perſecution, which may not only fee- 
meto anſwere the Reply, butitalonein 
licu of al others, were ſufficient to ſhew 
the manifold deficiency of M. Dottours 
Treatiſe , with , I can hardely ſay whes 
ther, thy more pleaſure, or prone. _ 
The other reaſon was,becaule theRe- 
per raketh all occaſions, to dilate him< 
Ife in divers points, whicheytherars  _ 
rulgarly kaowas in Schooles, or were - i 
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en 7" 17'09 700 Keane -* 
never denyed by Nicolzs Smith, or may 
be equally ſpoken by both parts, or els 
are anſwered, by the only peruſall of 
the 4 (rot it ſelfe ; which I earneſtly 
Intreat thee to reutew, if thou fynd any 
thing obiected by the Repher, which may 
ſeeme to hauedifficulty ; and I am con- 
fident, the only reading will ſerue for 
aniwere. Which to be true , I found by 
my owne experience; in ſo much, as 
for anſwering the Reply , L did incruth 
yſe no booke, beſides the Hierarchy, Diſ- 
Cuſcion, & Dualification although I could 
not doubt, bur that the examination of 
duwers Authors cited by the Replyer, 
would haue adminiſtred noſmall adui- 
tage againſt him . 

L verily belieue, if thou read the Re- 
oy with indifferency, and attention, 
thou wilt perceaue, that he rather de- 
fendeth Nzcolas Smith , then M. Dotlour, 
whoſe wordes he is forced toexcule, by 
the common Rule of Charity , thatin, 
them he had a good meaninge ; brit tn 

the cheifeſt poynts of ſubſtance , at, 
length he commeth' to ioyne with the. 
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Tothe Reader. 
Diuers things of moment, he wholy 
- omitteth without anſwering, or mentio- 
ning them. Vpon the whole mattcr, I c- 
ceaue, this iudgement may be given, of 
thequantity, & quality of this worke in 

general ; That he hath caken great pay- 

nes,to procure,that few will hane parti- 

ence, to reade ouer his whole Booke . 

M. Drs, modeſty 15 by him much excol- 
led, & Nicolas Smith ſore blamed, for the 
wade ndeed he that without cauſe 
ne the firſt Rtroake,as M.DeotFour did, 

ath no great reaſon to be angry with 
the party, that beareth the blow. And 
whatſocuer the Rephyer ſayth in his Mir- 
rowr , adioyned by his Reply , Nicolas 
Smiths Diſcwſion will be proued to be 
truly modeſt, if the paſſages be read as 
they lye in the Diſcu/5i0n, & nor as they 
arelamely cited by the Repher,as I could 
hew in euery particular , if Thad not 
relolued to be very bricfe, 

It 1s ordinary with the Replyer, to 
blame Nijcoles Smith,as if he had accuſed 
M.Dofleur of ſome doQrins,which Nice 
Smith layd not to his charge, but only 


hewed, that out of his Teners , Gertayne 
| _ Cotte 


TY To the Rendey. 
Concluſions would follow, which ney: 
'therhe, nor any other could defend ; 
but hedid not fo had M. Dottour fore- 
ſaw, or intended ſuch Concluſions. 
In this manner Nicolas Smith tearmed 
a certayne Argument, a Doughty one, 
which yet he Jig not aflirme , to be y, 
Dottour; argument, but only that out of 
S. a5 wordes, rightly ynderſtood, 
no better Argument could be drawne 
in fauour of M. Dof72ur, who out of the 
ſame words,framed an argument,quite 
different from that, which N#colas Smith 
tearmed dowehty, as may be ſeene 1n the 
Dijcu SFOR Ge. 2.41- 5+ 6, 

Thelike Icould ſhew, in all thereſt, 
but content my' ſelfe with requeſting 
thee, vnpartiall Reader, ſtill to ſuſpen 
thy iudgment , till ,in particulars, thou 
haſt ſeene the words , and connexion of 
Nicolas Smith his diſcourſe. 

The! Replyer himſelfe, is farre from 
Nicolas;Smith his modeſty. Scarcely be 
$1veth any one antwere, not accomp3- 
nyed with ſome taunt; So that ,'to let 
downeall his ſharpe ſpeaches, were but 
to re-coppy che Booke . Ko 
- PPY 6 Wikia 
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fins, he hath theſe charitable ſayings + 
He fanoureth Heretikes « pag. 26. kebould 
Nicolas Smith 41s little fabtiliry Pate 3Is 
Which is no leſſe then afalſe calumniations 
p42. 32+ 1 pitty M. Nicolas Smith his are 
Lune , and the neceſcity he is drinen to > 
which cogit ad turpia. pag. 43. Nicolas 
Smith ;oyneth with heretikes in this poynt 
pag. 96. And the ſame agayne pag. 110+ 
What Dexine, yea Cathecumen, who know= 
eth his Cathechiſme , would hane ginen ſuch 
4n anſwcre ? pag. or. He fauonreth Calain. 
pag: 111. And1n theſame page, / cannot 
tell how heerafter he can looke them in the 


| Within the rompaſſs of twa, QueS © 


face: although in. this he haue reaſon, 


for he ſpake of ſome Ieſuites, who dyed 
longe fince, andit would be hard for 
the Diſcuſſour to looke them 1n the face, 


if he be yet livinge, as the Replyer will 
haue him, in his Preface to the Reader - 


where alſo pag: 16.heſayth,7has rhe Diſ- 
cuſſour 24H to shevo litle of the ſpirit of 4 
Religious man: for which , if it be true, 
the Diſcuſſour, I graunt,ought to be for 
ry,and endeauour to correſpond bet= 
ter to his yocation. Howlocucr ,1dare 
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| Tothe Reader, © 
fay for Nicoles Smith , that, if he were a 
Live, he would hartily thank the Repher, 
for the otcafjon he affoardeth himof |f 
merit, and ſo dol, in his behalfe; wi. 
ſhing,that as weare all domeFici fidei, fo 
we may be charitats, of one beliefe ,and 


heart « 
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ours Treatiſe is generall. pag 1. 


2. VV hether without a Bishop, there 
can be aparticular Church ? pag.s. 


;. VPhether by the dinine Law, enery 
particular Church , muſb haue its 


Brisbop ? pag. 19. 


4. VV hether a Countrey , although 
the Per(ecution should be increaſed, 
by occafion of hauing a Bishop, could 
refuſe one, if it were only for the 
Sacrament of Confirmatid? pag. 38, 


5. Concerning M, Doctours Compa- 
rtſon , berweene Bishops , inferiour 
Paſtonrs, & Religions men. pa. 53s 

| : 6 . FT hes - 


6. PYhether Religions, as Religis, 
be of he Hierarchy? pag. 68, 
7. Þ Fhether by the precedent Qiiehh. 
| ons, we bane ſufficiently anſwered 
M. Dod@ours Treat:e , for ſuch 
points , as eyther deſerned Confu- 
tation , or required Explication, 


ApPROBATIO 


Ibelſum hunc Anglico idiomare conſert-. 

ptum & inſcriptum, A Defence of Nicolas 

Smith, ag ain#t A Reply to his Diſcaſſos : at 
renre & accurate perlepi, & diligenter & tia. 
ture examinaui, & inuenio nonſolum ab ome 
ninota,quantum ad dorinam Fidei Catho. 
lice morumqueproborum immunem : verum 
etiam afflictz Patriz noſtrz valde vtilem , & 
ad conſcientias Catholicorum incademicree 
nandas fere neceſlarium . Tractantur enim 
inco breuiter, ſolide tamen & modeſte, quz- 
ſtones nonnullz graues & difficiles , ex qua= 
rum veridica folutione conſtabit Catholics , 
non imminerellis tantam in multis caulis 0- 
bligationem , rantumgue onus conſcienti#s 
quantum nonnulli audores.editis ſuis libris, 
imponere nituntur ex leuibus fundamentis. 
Quod co magis in hoc Scriptore laudandum 
eſt, quo omNniIa, que dicit & docet;ſurit colts 
formia commyniori magiſque receptz Theo- 
logorum Claflicorum auctoritati ; quinimo 
& recentibus decretis ac reſponlis 2 Sede Ax, 
poſtolica inſinuatis . Quapropter cenſco ome 
nino dignum & iuſtum, vt hic liber,perifit 
tamen Superiorum, przlo mandetur. Datum 
Duaci in Conuentu noftro Santi Gregory 


Magni, 10. dic lanuarij. 1631s 


F. Rudefindus Barls S. Theol. 


Dodor, & Profeſor w Vi> 
urrlitats Duacend. 


| Trent le . ' ſs hee ; Ge © I” FR 2 
& titulns et , A Dctence of Nicolas Smith 
agaynſt A Reply to his Diſcullion, of ſome 
| any taught by M. DoRour Kelliſon in his 
reatiſe of the Eccleſiaſtical Hierarchy. In qu 
wee Catholicam Fidem, nec bono: mores vilatenus of 
fedr, ſed ſuſcepram Defenfionem , cum plena antedis 
Replice ſatisfabiene, preflitam tnuentmus. Datum 
Lognany 16. lanuariy 163 1. 


Fr. Robertus Chamberlinus S. Theol. 
Lecor in Collegio Fratrum Mi- 
norum Louanienſfium . 


Fr, Malachjas Fallon $. Theol. Lefler, 


Q Vandoquidem 3 ſupranominatis dotis 
" iris, & linguam Anglicanam callenti- 
bus tiber hic citatus probatus eſt, per me quo» 
9ue licet yt imprimatur. Actum Tornaci Net- 
ulorum 32. Ianuarij 163 1+ 


Toannes Boucher $. Theol. Doftor Sorbt- 
nicus , nec_non Cathedralis Ecdleful 
Tornacenſis Canonicus , Ar chidiace» 
nu, Lybrorum Cenſor . 
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QVESTION 


Fhet Judgment may be framedof M. DoRours- 
Treatsfe in general, | 


H E Replyer thinkes he hath 'ta- 
ken the Di/esſſowr in a contradictio, 
for affirming M. Do#owr to hauc 


decn the firſt thar put in print eA racy of 
the Hierarchy, inthe Engliſh tongue , and yer 
confeſfeth that diuers before him handled 
this argument, both in Latin and 'vulgar, 
fpnages , But it is cleere the Diſcuſſonr — 
kcth of ſuch a Treatife concerning the Hz 
rarchy ,as M. Dofonr put in print ,Inrended, 
proſecuted , appropriated to En ,for 
proofe of the ligation Catholiques haue 
ta reccauea Biſhop , and ſuch like purpoſes 
$/grax to our Country. This M. Dof#onr 
hath done, and hath done ir the firſt of any 
in theſe dayes. Would to God he had note 
'The law of Nature pleaderh, forthe right 
cn hauero defend themliclues from apgrele 
vane doth nor wo dy that vapro- 
"Gokcd- offendeth his ne1gadDour. | 
4, Ef yrizing of Boone in Fi Klod be 
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of ſma!l Comfort to Catholiques, the in 
| *eonucnience muſt be aſcribed to himalone 
who gauerthe firſt blow , and impoſed ypon 
the partyes aggricued, a neceſſity of iuſt of. 
fence. To curea wound piuen at once tos 
number of worthy perſons;is bur a bounden 
duty , and anobliged atte of common cha 
rity. This did other Regulars ; this Idoeat 
this preſent, and noe more. M. DofFomrand 
his Second, obliged ys to ſome anſivere; | 
-will tye myſelfe to doe it with moderation, 
Likwiſe Szarcz, Plates,and others have writ- 
ten of the calling of ſecular, and ſtate of Re. 
ligious men, bur not by way of application 
to particular circumſtances of any perſons, 
places , or controuerſies. M.Dof@oxrrexhor. 
tation to charity is not by the Diſc»ſſosr ſti 
led Verball , as hog it came not trom the 
heart, which the Replyer obieeth x. 7.{ for 
he only is to cre a Tribunall of ſearchinto 
mans heart who made it,)but becauſe whule 
in wordes he perſuadeth to charity , euethen 
in deedes by the writing of this book he 
did mightily preiudice Charity , as by too 
much experience we find, and wascaſyto be 
forſeene, 

3. Nicolas Smithneueraccuſeth M. Doflow 
abſolurely of want of Logike, or Prudence, 
as the Replyer auerreth x. 12. He ſayththatin 

this Treatiſe, to proue the neceffity of B- 
on inEngland, M. Dofozr ſerueth himſeltc 
of Principles more hard then the Concil 
fion, whichis a aynſt the rules of Logi«* 
- This tay ar a to defend a bad caun, 


I - pot yaivcrfally ro want Logike. Wh : 
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Replyer hath #: 19. is alſo obieRed by the [n= 
ef , and anſwered by the Qzalificstonr 
e#.6.un.19. ſhewing that M. Dofomrisnot 
taxed for prouing his Concluſions by Cau. 
ſes, or Effetes &c. but becauſe he aſſumerh 
Principles more vncertayne, and lefle war- 
rantable then the Conclulion , as in the ſayd 
place is demonſtrated. I belicuc it would be 
an hard taske forany man to proue, That for 
the onely vndoubrednefſle , or greater aſſu- 
rednefſe of Confirmation , Carkoliqnes are_ 
obliged ro hauea Biſhop, although we ſup- 
poſe , that by his comming their preſſures 
were to be aggrauated with new increaſe of 
erſecution. For why ſhould this affliction 
e, of neceſſity, added tothe already afflic= 
ted ? Becauſe (torſooth) fome very few Au- 
be & thours haue raught that Confirmation cannot 
or | beadminiftred by a Prieſt , with ſpeciall c0- 
o | miſſion from the Bone , although the whole 
le | ftreame of Deuines runne to the contrary 
n || fide, with S. Thomas; and ſome hold , that 
e | fince the Councell of Florence the other opl- 
oF Monmeriteth Cenſure. This poynt is ſuffi- 
e | ciently handled in the Q»alification. Heere I 
add this inſtance . Some few Deuines are al= 
fo of opinion, thar the Prieſt is Miniſter of 
the Sacramert of Matrimony,without whome, 
according to theſe Authors, it is only a C}- 
uill Contra&t,not a Sacrament; wil rherfore 
the Replyer ſay, that Engliſh Catholickesare 
obliged to receauc Prieſts , with increafe of 
perſecution, if it were only for to haue the 
vudowbted Sacrament of Matrimony? And 
yctifthe matter be duly contidered, perhaps 
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one may truly affirme A 25 greatineas; 
geniences, and finnes of enmity , iniuſtice 
incontinency &c. are like to be dayly ind 
hourely incurred , for want of grace, con. 
ferred by the Sacrament of Matrimony ,asin 
another kind for want of Confirmation ,e. 
wenin a periecured Coutry.Ifthoſe Deuines 
who teach, that the Prieſt is the Miniſter of 
Matrimony,had taught that a Biſhop were the 
neecſſary Miniſter of the ſame Sacrament, 
the Replyer would perhaps alledge them for 

,The neceflity ota Biſhop although with in» 
creaſe of perſecution. 

4- The chicfeſt point of doftrine inthiz 
Queſtion,orrather the point which entreth 
into all the enſuing Queſtions, istouched by 
the Di/taſſonr u. 15. and by the Repiyerlett 
withoutanſwere. Itwas: That M. Dofloars 
arguments. for the neceffity of a Biſhop 1n 
England, proue more then himſclte inten» 
deth orcan auouch. For the inſtitution,and 
commaund of our Sauiour, that his Chutch 
ſhould be gouerncd by Biſhops,concerneth 
ſuch Biſhops , as are properly Ordinary, 
Princes, & iſhops of Dioceſſes , not by Delt 
Lation, Depmtation, or Ordinaryes in au cxtr4- 
ordinary manner , which is not of Diutucine 

ftiturion, and is the moſt that my Lore © 
Calcedon doth challeng . If the diuine inks 
Atution, and commaund , were fulkilled by 


Qrdinaryes, in. an Extraordinary moſes 

Ghe.ope might goucrne the wholc Chur 

by ſuch exrraor | 
> Catholique 
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tion (for according to that ground, we muit 
in England haue properly an Ordinary ) & 
come to confeſſe, thar there is no diuine Po. 
i&c Precept , for his Holineſſe ro appoynt 
r3in England a Biſhop, bur only a divine 
nataroi command to prouide vs ofall things, 
neceffary ro ſaluation , whether by Biſhops, 
or other meanes . 


'* THE 1H. QVESTION. 


Fhcther withoat 4 Bichop there can be 4 © 
| particular Charch. 


T He ſubſtance of all that is conteyned 
4 in thefirſt 16. numbers of the Reply, is 
taken out of the Inquifitionſe# .z. and 
ft#.5 about the wordes of S. Cypries : The 
{harchis a people vnitedto the Bishop , and,the 
neceſſity of 4 particular Bichop to 4 - 
ler Charch; which points are cleared by the 
Naalificatowr in the ſanie Sefions. And ghe 
Reader of himſelfe may anſwere all his ob- 
ictions, ifhe remember how the Di/cufowr 
exprellyrteacherh ; That in ſome partieu 
Churches, there muſt be patticular — 
diſtin& from the Pope : That iv Eaglan 

While we wanted Biſhops, properly called 
Ordixaryesinan ordinary manner, the Þ apc 
could be, was, and is our ſole particular Bi- 
ſhop : That theſe words of S. C (The 
.Chmrch is & i vnited to the Birbop ) as they 
were ſpoken by him , preciſely, qrmery 8) 
ty,& formally, ify,thata people 


from their lawfull siſhop is no church, Þur's 


eo 
3 w_ »- n_—_ 


Schifmatica!! multitude, & nor on! by infe: 
rence,as the Replyer #.9. 13. & in other placts 
doth ſuppoſe; & out of that his owne 7 20 
ſition, deduceth abſurditics agaynſt the Dif. 
e#ſſoxr, as not diſtinguiſhing Eats meere 
zncuipable want ofa Biſhop, and ſinfull ſepa» 
ration from a Biſhop : Whereas indeede $, 
Cyprian, only ſpeaketh of finnefull ſepar 
tion , & therfore affirmeth , that ſuchasare 
not vnited with a Biſhop , in the ſenſe he 
ſpake , are not in the Church : Thar Catho. 
like writers, may fitly agaynſt hererickes, 
inferre out of S. Cyprian, a neceſſity of ha- 
uing Biſhops in Gods Church ; becauſcit 
were no crime of Schiſmeto be deuided fro 
a Biſhop, if in the Church there ought hot 
to be Biſhops : That the ſayd wordes of 5, 
C * her! gy be taken fora definition of the 
Charch, if the word Birhop be take indefini- 
rely ofa particular Biſhop diſtinct trom the 
Pope , or for the Pope himſelfe . For no 
multicade , can be a Church , without vuo 
eyther to a particularBiſhop vnder the Pope 
or to the * Ss: himſelfe-. Withoat V/nios (1 
ſay)  hapng attaall ,or aptitwdinall really, or 
iureadinefic af will , ro accept one, when he 
ſhall be lawfully giuen them; which promp- 
titude they may , and ought to haue, when 
actually they want one. The Replyer himſelf 
: muſt yield that $S.Cypris,ifhe meanc of a po- 
riuc Vnion with a Biſhop ( as he would have 
him to meane ) can not be vnderftood &- 
' xcerminatly ofa particularBiſhop diſtin fro 
- the Pope, vnleſſe he will teach itto bet 


| ef ofa 
g2ynitthe yery definition , and — th 


Church to haue the Pope for its 
particular Biſhop , which I am ſure hewill 
not auerre. For who dare ſay,thar theparti.  * 
cular dioceſle of Rome, which hath the Pope 
forits ſole Biſhop, is no particular Church? \ 
.2. Thus is anſwered all that he aleadgerh F 
out of Bellarmine , Stapleton, &c. who only 
teach,that inthe Church there muſt be ſome 
particular Biſhops , and that the Church , is 
a people, ynted to the Biſhop, in the manner 
Thaue now declared. Yea all that I haue ſaid 
is much confhirmed, by whatthe Repliey citeth 
out of Stepleton ; That the word ( Church )-- 
in (cripture , ſignifyeth properly , not a va- 
grant, headleſſe wa Fae 1 , bur a multitude 
to which Paſtours and Prelates are conſti- 
tuted by God. For I trow, Engliſh Ca= 
tholickes , were no yagrant, headlefſe mal. . 
tirude, as longe as they were , and are goucr- 
ned by Chriſt his Vicar, And the Replyers 0b- 
Rion x. 9, That euery Catholicke family , 
euery Nunnery , yea and Company of Ca- 
tholicke women , ſhouide be a particular 
Church,if vnionto the Pope were ſufficient, 
to conſtitute a particular Church z is calily 
anſwered , by demaunding of him , whether 
ina Dioceſſe,enioying irs particular Biſhop, 
eucry Nunnery , cuery family , cucry partt- 
cular Catholicke, be aparticular Church ? 
what he ſhall anſwere in that ſuppoſition,the 
fame I anſere in our caſe, who acknow- 
ledge the Pope for our particular Ga, 5 S, 
Pas! faluteth the Church in the houle or 
Nimphs, Colof. cap. 4. V-15. and the Chart 
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-  artienlarC/zrch only r7.Catholiks, nor are 
* Sr family. Butto 


ww particular Church , then his objection too” 


regory Thanmeterges, at firlt , had for fl 
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certaynethar they were _ in one houſe 
purpoſe it importeth 
AS ; __ cars ore I vl _—_ FY A 
W er one family can be fit eda par, 
ticular Cherch. : | 4 

3. Heerecommeth, of it ſelfe, aready ans 
fwere, to another obiefio ofthe .To 


Hew that the oftEcited wordes of S.Cypries, 


eannot inferre, that a Biſhop is neceſfary ,to 
make a particular {Þbzrch, the Di/caflonrs.6. 
retorterh them in this manner : Whoſoeuer 
are not in fchiſme with any lawfull Biſhop, 
doe fulfill the definition of S. Cyprien: But 


thoſe who withour their owne fault haue no 


Biſhop, are not in ſchiſme with any lawfull 
Biſhopp 3 Ergo, thoſe who haue no Biſhop, 
do fulhli the definition of S$. Cyprian. This 
argument, the Replyer would recurne vpon 
the Diſcefoxr , by laying ; That ſeeing a Ca- | 
tholicke tamil , without a Biſhop, is notin 


. Fchifme with any Biſhop, it would follow, 


that ſuch 2 family, conſidered by it ſelfe, ful. 
fillerh the definition of S. Cyprias , and con» 
ſequently is a Church. Butthe anſwere isal- 
ready giuen. If one man ,or family , may dt 
tearmed a particular Church, in caſe they 


were politiuely vnited to a particular Bi- 


Hop, much more may they be a Churehit 
S. Cypriens ſenſe , which requireth nor poht 


tive vnion, but only , that they be not aew- 


ded from their Biſhop. If one man,or ; 
not capable of the denomination of 3 


cheth 


0 


eherh not the Di/tuſſ 
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ceded inrefpe@ of a multitude , Plebr and © 
och as En © 


Grex , a people,and mulrirude 

liſh Carholickes are) ca ble of the ſayd 
enomination, if other requilite conditions 
were not wantinge. Still rhen it is trew, as 
the D1/c#fſony inferred , That a people, not 
deuided fro theirlawful Biſhop, 1saccording 
to S. Cypriana true Charch , although they 
haue no atualynis, with a particular Biſhop. . 
- 4+ Hisproofes s. 17. That M. Dofour 
was not infurious ro Engliſh Catholicks, by 
faying ; They did not fulfil! the definition 
ot a Churc'1, given by S. Cyprian,white they 
wanted a Biſhop , do ſtill relye ypon a groud 
not ſolide : to wic , that S. Cyprian, by 2 
rol vnited to their Biſhop, vnderſtands 2 
&rS 


tive Vnion with a Biſhop ; wheras Nrco. 
lsr Smith proued out S. (yprians words , and 
whole drift, that by Vion with a Biſhop, 
he vnderftands only, that the people be not 
denided from him , & this ſuppoſed, it cleer-.. 
y followeth : Thar if Engliſh Carbolikes, 
id not fulfill rhe ſayd definition, they m 
de taxed of diuifion froma Biſhop , & con- 
{ſequently of Schiſme. 
5. The Diſcaſſoxy q. 2. 3.7. 13. and the 
Rualifccatoxr feR.7. anſwere all be bringeth 
to proue , that the Pope was not our parti- 
cular Biſhop : and the Qwalificatonr ſhower, 
that Nicolas Smith doth notargne, 4 $2 
ad cfſe, Bur (ſayth che RzÞ!yer # 21: it when _ 
- a Chirrehisdepriurdof Biſhops , the Pope 
remaynetheir particular Biſhop, no ADE- 
ke ould rurr be vacant , nor any © 
: "== © ledge 
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ledge want a ReQour, or Province. a 
- tinciall , becauſe the Prouinciall would be- 
come Retour, & the Gencrall Prouinciall, 
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4 particular One. hea the Biſhop of a part 
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And if per impoſſubile, there were neuer a Bi. 
ſhop in all the Church , but the Pope; the 
Church ſhould ſtill be Hierarchical, compo. 
ſed of diuers particular Churches. 

6. TI anſwere: This argument muſt he 
folued, by the Replyer himſclfe ; who in the 
next number granteth , that the Pope may 
be the particular Biſhop , of a particular 
Church; and yet he would not admit, that 
he may make bimſelf ſole particular Biſhop 
ofallChurches. The reaſon is; becauſe our 
Sauiour hath inſtituted , that there ſhould 
be ſome particular Churches , gouerned by 
Biſhops diſtin from the ſupreme Paſtour; 
not becauſe the Pope alone cannot make 4 
particular Church , but becauſe , hecan not 
make all Churches paycienran Churches, in 
the manner our Sauiour hath inſtituted by 
their proper Eccletiaſticall Princes , diſtinct 
from the Pope, as is required in a Hierarchy. 
In this ſenſe, Biſhoprickes are ſayd to de 
Uacant , becauſe they want a Biſhop, di- 
tint from the Pope. | 
. 7. And heereI muſt obſerue, that itis ſo 
true , that a Church withouta Biſhop , may 
be a particular Church,that the Replyer while 
he is ſpeaking againſt it, ſpeakes forit, by 
laying; Thats Biſhopricke may be Vacant. 
Ergo, lay I, by the Vacancy, it ceaſeth notto 
be a Biſhopricke , a Dioceſle , a Church. If 
2 Church , ſurely not an Vniuerſall , but2 


=_- 
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ear Churehdyeth , do they notdemaund | 
a Biſhop for ſucha Church ? Ergo, they ſup- 
poſe, that it ſtil remaynerth a Church.Other. 
wiſe when a Biſhop was demaunded for En- 
pou , it might haue bynne anſiyered : Firſt 
ynde a Church in-Englande, and then aske 
aBiſhop for the Church of Englande. eM. 
Doflonr pag. 578. n.z. ſayth : that when a By=- 
ſhop cannot be had , the particular Church, 
muſt be gouerned , as it may. And pag. 374+ 
alluding ro Englande, he ſayth. If for aty me 
ſome particular Church-be gouerned by 
Prieſts, or an Archprieſt without a Biſhop, ir 
isathing accidentall &c+ Ergo, a Church, & 
Englande in particular, wichout a Biſhop, 
may be, and was a particular Church. And 
indeed we can not teach otherwile , vnlelle 
by the death ofeuery Biſhop, we will haue 
allmen become ſpeachleſſe. For , when the 
Biſhopof a particular Church dyeth , how 
can we expreſſe it , but by ſayinge, ſucha 
Church hath loſt its Biſhop ? T he {ame is de- 
monſtrated,cuenout of the other examples, 
alledged by the Replyer. For by the death of 
2Rectour , or Prouinciall,the Colledge cea- 
ſerh notto bea Colledge, nor rhe Proutnce, 
a Prouince : neyther doth it follow \thata 
Prouinciall, or Generall vpon the death of 
cuery Rectour , or Prouinciall, maſt becom 
Redours & Prouincials. The reaſon of this 
dependeth on the knowledge of particular 
inſtitutes of Religion. In general! it 1s ſuf- 
ficient ro ſay , that na Generall , hat bh OueT 
his whole Order, ſoabfolute,and vnlimited 
extent of power, as the Pope , by our 34 
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viours acme amger- ark _ the whole 


Biſhop of any church 
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eucry member of Gods Church. Iyrant, in 
Catholike Countreys, where after the death 
of the Biſhop, other officers remaine, to go. 
uerne till a new Biſhop beeleed , the Pope 
need not aCtuarte his immediate power & Pg. 
ſtorſhip , as he is obliged todo in countries 
wholy & for a longrime deſtitute of Biſhops. 
$. Becauſe the Pope hath immediat 
power ouer all particular Churches , and is 
Proprins Paftor of England, and all other 
countreys zto make himſelfe particular ſole 
he needs not take the 
name, of that particular church, bur begin- 
neth to be ſole Biſhop, as ſoone as it begin. 
neth to be deſtitute of a Biſhop. But other 
particular Biſhops who haue no ſuch yni- 
uerfall, immediate power, muſt acquire it, 
by anew Title to their particular Churches, 


" And ſcerng the Pope in reſpe&t of England, 


hath indeed performed the Office of a Bi- 
ſhop , nodoubr but he would allo call him- 
ſclte Biſhop of England,if, with the Repiyer, 
he conceaued , that there were a diuine pre- 
cept to mai.e England a particular Church, 
and that to make it ſuch, it were necellary , 


and ſufficient, that he tooke the name or t- 


tle of it, as the Repliycy #. 22. confefſeth. For 
who will ſay hnine a matter. of no more 
difficulty , thenis to take a Name, the Pope 
will breake divine commaund? It is then a 
Ugne , that he may make vs a pa 

urch, without calling himſclfe iſhoget 


becauſe in very decd ſo he is. 
Aiylcch not himſelfe Biſhop of 


Holland, 


| tu}. | | 
Halland., where Rk} OR he hatha Vie 
car, which ſuppoſeth the Pope to be the 
articular Op of that countrey. For a 
urch cannot be aparticular Church, by 
vnion to a Vicar ,, butby ynion to him, 
whoſc Vicar he is. My Lord of Chalcedos is 
not called Biſhop of England , or of any 
Church , or Dioceſle thereof ; and yet the 
 Ryplyer thinkes , he vsa particular 
Church , becauſe he hath the power of a Bi. 
ſhop of England , Which no man_can deny 
the ons to-haue, in as immediate and mare 
ample high manner ; and. therefore he may 
make vs a particular Church , although ho 
take notthe Name therof. 

9. Yea, wherasthc Repieer x. 22.23.tcach- 
eth , that the Pope could not be particular 
Biſhop of England, vnleſſe he did eyther the 

iſop himſelfe, or by his Dele. 


office of a Biſho 
gate, oras leſt ſtyled himſelfe Biſhop of En= 
_ I anſwerc ; that it is ſufficicnt he do 
the Office of a Biſhop,, accordingas the cir- 
umſtances of the tyme , and place permut, 
or require ; which his Holineſſe moſt cartul- 
ly hath and doth pertorme, by ſcndinginto 

ngland Prieſts, or alſo a Biſbop with au, 
thority from him delegated &c. and the Ky 
Blerpleades agaynſt himſclfe, telling vs un 
ce, that the-Pope, by the very delegating 
my Lord of (halrcdow, and not making him 
Biſhop of England hath declarcd himiclf to 
be, the ſole particular Biſhop af that Coun= 
rey, where he doth the office of aBiſhop 
by his Delegarcs, As Irela#d is not a Kingy 
_ dome,inrefoac of his Mlaigſtics Deputy but 


\ 


[14 Be 
becauſe it is vnited to his Maieſty , as to it 
King : fo England cannot be a particular 
Church,in re{pe&t of my Lord of Chalcedoy, 
bur in regard ofthe Pope , whoſe Deputy 
my Lord is, being not ſpirituall Prince, and 
Biſhop of England. If to be Ordinary in an 
extraordinary manner, be ſufficient to make 
vsa Church, how will the Replyer prouc, that 
before my lord of Chalcedons comming, his 
Holineſſes Nuntio in Paris, did not makeys 
a particular Church? 

10. Againſt the Di/ſc#ſioxrs doctrine ». 11, 
Thatperfons exempt fromall Biſhops, and 
ſubie& only to the Pope, arc a particular 
Church, withour a particular Biſhop ; the 
Replyer z. 26. obicteth, That Monalteryes, 
ſubie& only to the Pope , areno particular 
Churches, vnles we wil make euery Nunnery 
of women , a particular Church. lanſwere, 
the Di/esſſowr ſpeaketh in generall,of places, 
and perſons , exempt from Biſhops. Andit is 
well knowne , that there bediuers Territo- 
ryes, of extent , ſufficient to make a Dio-= 
ceſſe, ſubie to no Biſhop . Theſe Nicolas 
Smith affirmes to be particular churches.One 
Monaſtery, or Nanery , immediatly ſubiect 
ro the Pope,arcas mucha particular Church, 
asit they bad a particular Biſhop , as we ſayd 
aboue z. 2. 3. : 

11. In his »»#mbers 28. 29.he teacherh,that 
Itis a great Luſtre to a Church to haue a y= 
ticular Biſhop : That a Church gouerne 
a Delegate,wanteth ſome perfection of thal 
which is gouerned by an Ordinary : T hat 

þ Pope ould fendy Prieſt furo Engler, 


b - 
by 


OY | 15] WT 
with powerto confrme , England ſhould be 
in its kind a particular Chutch, butnotin 
the degree and perfection, as if it had an Or. 
dinary Biſhop. What? Is the neceſſity of ha. 
uving a Biſhop come only to a greater Leftre } 
. Muſt Catholickes be troden vnder foote 
fora greater luſtre? Doth allthisdiſpute end 
in degrees of Compariſon? Hath our being, 
ornot being a particular Church, fo great 
latitude, that it may reach to a Church with 
aniſhop Ordinary, asiſhop-Delegate, a im-. 
ple Prieſt ? I confelle the Replyer is forced to 
fieppe backe, and'nor to ſtand fo puntually 
on his ground , of Englands not being a par- 
_ ticular Church, without a niſhop. Ideſire he 
would ſpeake plainly. Doth the diuine law, 
in theſe ſore'tymes , oblige vs to bea par- 
ticular Church, in the greateſt pertedtion' 
you mention, by a Biſhop Ordinary >? You 
 wilnotſay ſo. Isthe divine law,of our being 
a particular Church well ſatisfied , by per- 
 ſonsendued with authority , ſufficient, and 
Doh prrt to theſe dayes , let them be 
rieſts, or Biſhops, Ordinaryes, or Delega= 
tes? So you muſtſay. Letvsthen ſpeake no 
More of being a particular Church, or of 
hauing dererminatly a.Biſhop , by the diut- 
vine law ; bur let our care be , in the fight of 
God , ynpartially to conſider, and with in- 
differency to defire,what may be moſt expe=- 
dient for Catholickes,not in France, Spayne, 
Itsly, and other Countreyes happy with 
peaccable poſſeſſion ,of Eccleſiaſtical {plen- 
dour ; burin Englds bleſſed only with1oy ti ul 


.lufferingalonge continued perſecution | 


-— - 


bo EI ERTIES As IS aac REG OI es! a 7 


4 wow _—_— 
- 4 a a A eee EE OO "Ins _ wry. 1 of 


at» © OD ABA” / Me ee PEER ___ 


F 
1 
TY 
' 
| 
| 


vr 
EY 


os. — oO, 4" ORE” OG r—_ we MG Te - 
_— "ve fn w poor: wa” + Pour ear # wy, -s — — + i» 


4 4 a__ "4 ep wx 2 9 
Le lr Abiet” G > %. Ha, na "8g; —_ — l "OOO * 


© vg II my 
DN OT IO EIT 74 < c bn. 


4 
—__ 


”, " ——- __—— 
en OT_ 
-- SY 5 
” 
EY" * 


Mey 0:6), ', 
_ _ - $2. Well, toleauc ſpeculations, & School: 


yars, ſcing you conſtantly perfift inthis 
that withour a Biſhop we cannor be a parti= 
cular Church; before you burthen our conC. 
ciences , with a hcauy obligation, eo pur. 
chaſe our being a particular Church , with 
hazard of goods,liberty, and life ;you muſt 
not blame vs, if we requeſt you, to produce 
fome precept of God , or the Church ;com- 
—_—_ vs to be aparticular Church; in 
a7 ſenſe : & why we may notcontentour 

elues , with being good Carholickes , and 
members of the Vauerſall Church , as Ni. 
cholas Smith #,14. propoſed to &M. Dofforr? 


' Tnthis conſiſteth the poynr of the difficulty, 


The Replyer anſwereth , that this demaund is 


by the Di/ſeaffſoar brought our of its place, & 


ſo muſt expe anſwere in the nexrqueſtion, 
which treateth , Whether by the divinelaw, 
euery particular Church , maſt haue its Bi- 


ſhop? Whar is this, but toauoyd thedifh- 


culry? for 2M. DoFoxr propoſerh as rworca» 
ſons, or titles , The dexrne precept of hauinga 
Biſhopin cucry particular Church, and, 


 weceſſity of ae a Biſhop, becauſe without 


him we cannot bc aparticalar Cherch,as may 
be ſeene Chap. 14. n. 4. 5.6. 7. andin other 
places. Now the Replyer will make MH. Do- 
Goxrwalke in a circle,and proue, that we are 
bound to be a particular Church, becaulc 
weare obliged to haue a Biſhop ; and we are 
obliged to haue a Bifhop,, becauſe we are 
bound to be a particular Church. If the K- 
Þlyer will defend M. Doffowr , he muſt tell 8, 
W 


commaund ys baus , pregifcly robe 3 
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pitetelfar Thurch ,fo char , if a Biſh op were 
not neceeffary/in'(orherrefperts,; yet for this 
uſe #lone'; he could. not be refufed; This 
the Replyftr doth or: prouc in the 11 ext que= 
ſtion,nor is it athing ;5n it ſelfe, fa'Rible or 
cedibte\ © = 
19. Fromthe #xmber 13. to the end of this 
Queſtion , he raxeth tlie Di/tnfſoxr, as ſtrete 
» | ching M . Doffowrs wordes Chap. 74. #. g. fur. 
1 IF ther, then he intended. Bur thoſe wordes 
which he ſeeketh to defend , muſt eyther 
g 


teach av farre , as the Diſtaſſowr exrendeth.. 
them! or e1ſe they will come $horr of pro. 
uing M . Doforrrpurpole. Forifir be ay nee 
teſlary, ro haue a particular Biſhop, to make 
{particular church, asto haue an Vninerſall 
Biſhop, for the making an Vniuerſal chutech; 
and thar,by the diuine law every country of 
exrent tniiſt be a particular Church; ittfol- 
loweth ckarly, that according to M.DoForr 
theteis #5 much necofity to haut a Biſbopin 
Erylandowhitch in his opinion is a particular 
ehurch ofextent,as to haue a Pope of Rowes 
You will perhaps ſay , that the divine Law, 
of having a-particular Biſhop , in euery pars 
ticular church, doth wot fo generally byad, 
48the 6therdoth , but may ceaſe to — 
k 


dy reafor of ſome patticular circtititzhee 

ef tying; or plaec: Thisanfwere ouctrhowet 

M.Dofoarswhole edifice. Becauſe if any teas 
fon 'ray-trake away the obligation of a dis 
ine law /'ccttainly a generall perſecution, 
threattied to a whole Countrey may free vs 
from ſucks bond. How then will M. Dofforr 


ON divyny law weare 
de aka” 


bound to hauea Bikoa , ina caſe, wherein 
the diuine law ceaſeth to-bynd2? You feethe 
Difeafoarig realon.to fay, T harM.Doffoxry 
 wordes imported too much,or elfe-you muſt 
.yeald, they proucd too litle. te oixet 
14+ In like manner what M. Dofloarſayd, 
-inthe ſame place ; That ynleſſe euery parti. 
cular church haue a Biſhop, the Vniuerſall 
church ſhould nor, as Chriſt hath inſtituted, 
be a Hierarchy compoſed of diuers particu= 
lar churches, is rightly taxed by the Di/es/+ 
fowrr , as eyther not ſound , or notſufficient 
foreM, Do&onrs purpoſe. It it be vnderſtood 
.only indeterminatly , that is, The whole 
church cannor bea Hierarchy, vnlcſle ſome 
particular churches hauc Biſt.ors it proueth 
not , that England muſt haue a Biſhop: des 
cauſe,althou £h Enzland want a Biſhop,other 
ehurches may haue them, & fo the Vniuer- 
fall church remayne a Hierarchy, It he yn- 
gcrſtand of euery determinate; particular 
church ; then it followeth , that the church 
of God cannot be a Hierarchy vnles the de- 
terminate particular. church of Englaus haut 
2 Biſhop, as the Di/ewfſowryrged #.16. andthe 
Repiyerdoth nor conture. | 
15-. By the way I clpy in his». 32,2 word 
for my. purpoſe, which ouerthroweth the 


Kepler; whole. diſcourſe in this Queſtions 
The church (ſayth he) cannot be atalwith- 


outa ſupreme Biſhop:, or not without ora 
#0 him, when the ſea is Vacant. This Itake 4s 

ranted, and yery true :and hence Linferre 
1 hat as the Vniuerſall church may bean 
Yaiverlall church, wichou adtuall yan 
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toa ſupreme Biſhop, while theſcais Vacant} 


becauſe it ſtill hath Order , reference, and ap= 
ticude to be gouerned by an Vniuerſall Bi. 
hop, as ſoone as he ſball be eleed; Io apare 
ticular church , may be ſuch, by Order, and 
aptitude to be ynited. with a particular Bi. 
ſhop, whenſocuer he ſhall beappoynrted ; & 
ſo S., Cyprians definition ( The Chwrch is the 
people vnited to the Bishop ) doth notrequire, 
that the people be actually ynited: ro the Bi. 
bp nut only in readines of mynd, orapti- 
tudinally. And thus England while itwanted-. 
a Biſbop, was a particular church, becauſe ir 
wasalwaycs in diſpoſition to be vnired to a 
Biſhop. Where now is that argument, ſo of= 
tenincuſcated by M. Doctowr,the Inquifitoar 
and the Replyer? S. Cyprian defines a church | 
to be the people ynited to the Biſhop. Bur 
the people cannot be vnited roa Biſhop,vn= 
leſſe they haue one : Ergo., they cannot be a 
church vnleſſe they haue a Biſhop. Forthe 
teplyer himſelfe hath told vs, thatwhenthe 
Sea is vacant, the people may bea church, 
with only Order ro a Biſhop, which implyeth 
notthe atuall hayinga Biſhop , butonly a 
bt diſpoſition to haue one. 


THE III. QVESTION. 


 Phether bythe dinine Law enery particular 
Charch muit hane its Bishop f 


 H Ediuine precept , of hauing Biſhops 


In h , is only to be vnderſtod 
inthe Church » 1s only apnoea. 


iadeterminatly , Or 1n genera 
B 2 the 


the whble church , there muſt be ſome B;: 


ſhops , as many ,' or few , as may be neeeC. 
ſary , or requiſite, ro the end of pouernin 
the ſameChurch.Bur in reſpe& of particular, 
ahd dererminarte churches, the commaund iz 
not abſolute , but beareth a great reſpe&Q 
rocircumſtances of tyme,place,and the like, 
as the Vicar of Chriſt ſhall judge it beſt fit 
ting , for gouerning , and prouiding fuch 
churches oft al thinps neceſlary ro ſaluation, 
Wherfore. from the divine precept , of ha» 
uing Biſhops, in genera)l , we cannot infera 
neceflity of hauing Biſhops , in this , or that 
particular countrey , although otherwiſcof 
extent. For there may occur good reafon, 
why ſome other goucrnment , in ſome par» 
ticular circumſtances may conduce more to 
the glory of God, and particular good of 
ſucha country. Contrarywilſe it may hap- 
pen ,that ſome church of ſmall extent , may 
in particular circumſtances more require the 
gouernment of a Biſhop, thena larger coun* 
trey. The thing therfore which is ( as I may 
fay ) formally to be conſidered , is the qua- 
lity ,.orgreater, orlefle neceſſity 3 not the 


oe, or leiſe quantity of place , or num» 


erof perſons, but in as much as theſe may 
induce, a greater neceffity of hauing Bi 
ſhops. | | 

2. Forthiscauſe, in the primitiue church, 
euen intyme of hoateſt pexſecution, Biſhops 
were multiplied, and placed in diucrs Cit 
tyes, becauſe thoſe tymes did lorequure. In 

o much, that ſome Authors write , rhat 


thoſe fiſt 


daycsof Chriſtianity , _—_ 


ws 


. . 


acrall Prieſts were Biſhops, contrary to the - 
preſent prattiſe of Gods church. The reaſon 
vas, the paucity of Prieſts,of which if many 
had not binne made Biſhops, ta ordayne 
Prieſts, particular churches would haue re- 
mayned ynfurniſhed of Prieſts, to conuere, 
inhdetls, & affiſt che being conuerred. Euer 
church hauing inough to do within it ſelf. 
' | could not affoard help to others. For this 
fame cauſe , Biſhops were ailotted ro ſmaller. 
flockes, then is now eyther viuall,or lawtul, 
to be commonly practifed. S. Gyzgory rhe-- 
Thanmatsrge, cited by the R:piyer w. 14. was. 
ercated Biſhop ouer only 17. perſons. A num 
ber competent for thole old , nor theſe late 
ter tymes, in places where by neighbours 
churches,the want of other may be relicued, 
The more the Vniuerſail church is dilated, 
the leſle cuery particular church needeth2 
#Biſhop of its own. Becauſe other churches, 
without much preiudice vnto themlelues, 
may frequently , lend them a helping hand. 
ncountreys, by vaſt diſtance , remote from 
helpe , and comfort of Chriſtian Nations, 2 
Biſhop may be needfull fora few. In £xrope. 
the caſe is otherwiſe. If one ſhippe be in 
want ,it can beckento thoſewho a und in 
diucrs others. | 
3. Hence itfolloweth , that, ro proue the 
neceffity of a Biſhop in Eng/and invayne we 
hauerecourſe,to the diuine precept 1n gens- 
ral, of having ſome Biſhops inthe church. 
Alt thequeſtion muſt terlc 0n this; W herher 
England , can be ſufficiently furniſhed of 
Prickts., aad prouided of all necellaries for 
EINE > 4 OUr 
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4 [22] * | 
our 16utrney to heauen R without a Bifhop;- | 
Or whether the inconueniece of comming, 
might not counterpoyſe the commodityes 
he would mm 8 This ſhould be the only 
Queſtion;zand the anſwere ought to berefer= 
red, to the ſame Biſhop , to whoſe char 
Chriſt hath committed Exeland, & all other 
countreys. In the meane tyme, let notCa..: 
tholickes be frighred , with diuine precepts 
where none are. 
4. T he Replyerdoth nor rightly ſtate the 
Queſtion , while he telieth vs #. 8. that M. 
Dofoxrr only teacheth , thar Catholickes 
cannot refuſe a Biſhop,although by his com- 
ming pertecution ſhould be increaſed, ſup- 
poling he be ſent by lawfull aurhority. Be- 
caule ( fayth he) in that caſe, the Pope ra- 
therdeclarcth,thar the diuine law cealerh not 
co oblige. A good!y conſtruction of M. Do- 
fomzrs meaning, and a fayre account of all his 
paynes ; which are reduced to this 1ſTuc : Ca» 
tholickes are bound , by rhe dinine law,to 
receauea Biſhop , if the Pope declare , that 
the divine law, of hauing a Biſhop, by ndeth 
them. As if the Queſtion were, whether Ca- 
tholickes be obliged, to belicuc the Popes 
declarations, whether or nodiuineLawesdo 
oblige. Surely for this , there need nowtl- 
ting of Hicrarchycs, Inquiſitions , RefpiYet 
Theanſwere might ſpeedly haue binue gi- 
uen. Thatin all things , the Catholickesof 
England haue binne, are , and eternally wil 
be, as zealous, prompr , and conſtant in fub- 
- mitting their ynderſtandings, and wills, £0 
the commaundes, or declarations of Bs 
[er PO | DATE he 7 a _ Holinch 


" -— 025 
;- | Holines , as any Catholickes whom & th 
| Sunne behotdeth.Bur it is euident, that M.e 
Dorrowy-ſpeaketh abſolutly , and ex nature 
rd, of the neceitity we haue, to receaue a Bi 
ſhop, abſtracting from the Popes declara- 
tion .or Miffion. This, his reaſons demon- 
ſtare; drawne trom the diuine precept of ha« 
uinge Biſhops in cuery great parte of the 
church; from the vtility , or neceffity of 
Confirmation , without which men are in 
danger to forſake their faith, as M. Doctouy 
vrgeth 8c. as may be ſcene in the very title, 
- andthroughout his whole 14: Chapter, 

5» Neyther is it a good Conſequence 2: 
The Pope ſendeth a Bishop to England, 
Ergo, he declares ,that there isa diuinepres 
cept, to haue aBishop in England. Many 
thingesare holily done, which a man is not 
Obliged to do. When the Pope maketh a 
Diocefle, and endueth it with a Bishop, dis 
ſtin& from other particular Bishops, doth 
he therfore declare, thar there was a diuine 
precept, to make ſuch a Diocelile, or ro pla- 
ceaBishop in it? We ſee ſome Territoryes, 
capable of rishops, to be gouerned by Ab- 
bots which could not be, it there werea di- 
uineprecept , to place mishops in ſuch Ter= 
ritoryes,although it had not likewilc binne 
againſt the diuine law , to haue placed Bi- 
Shops in the ſame Territoryes. T his 1s 2 

ood Inference. The Pope,for many yearcs, 

ent vs no Bishop: Ereo, he iudged there was 
nodiuine precept , obliginge-him to fend vs 
one;þut the other con{equenee 1s of no for- 
ec, asT hauc shewed. Willrbe Repiyer ac mir 
«i B 4 $his 
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this argument ; The Pope for many 
left vs without a Biſhop : Ergo, wg —_ 
there was adiuine precepr, that we ſhayld be 
Jett without a Biſhop 2 Ir is as poo as his. 
Nicolas Smith n. 4. ſayd truly ; The delibers- 
* tionabour ſending a Biſhop to England, was 
only, 2#idexpedirct, what was expedient.not 
what was neceſlary., by the Tiuine law, 
which, as Iſ{ayd, is only of Churches takes 
 ingenerall, and indererminately, And I cao- 
not but eſtceme it iniurious, to thoſe Fa- 
therly bowelles of his Holines, to thinke, 
That - cuer 1ydgcd vs obliged , to accept a 
Biſhop, with a gencrall increaſe of perſecu- 
tion, It he were perſuaded, that the com-. 
ming of a Biſhop,, would occation to. Ca- 
tholickes, a generall perſecution , Idare ſay, 
ke would never impoſe vpon them ſuch an 
obligation. And yet Ad. Dofloar, andthe 
Replyer are rigid Cenſurers of Catholickes, 
as infingersot the diuine Law, it they ſhould 
xetuſe aBiſhop, euen vpon that heauy tup- 
polition. | 

6. Suppoſing the Inſtitution of hawng . 
Biſhops, do not oblige inall ty mes, places, 
and other circumſtances, Nicolas Smith ba 
had reaſon to ſay , n, 4. That M. Dotioxr, it 
he will ſpeake home , muſt proue, not only 
that there isa diuine precept for vs to haues 
Biſhop, bur alſo that no perſecution can ex- 
_ Eule the obligation thereof, oz yield full» 
gicntcaule of diſpenſation. For although wt 
ſhould grant, adiuine precept in general 
yetitin ſome circumſtances it do not by86 
. thc tranſgrefiours houltaqa Gene DDu 
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any cauſe-may affoard a lawfullexcuſe,whay 


can be greater, then the auoyding of a genes 
all perſecution, wherby ae goods, 
aud life ; burtalſo chriſtian foules are expo 
{cd todanger. LY 

7. The Replyer w. 3. ſpeakethin ſuch man, 
per, as one would conceaue Nicolas Smithta 
haue affirmed., that M. Doffour denycd the 
Pope may difpence in the divine Law;which 
Nicholas Smith neuer ſayd : yet becauſe the 
Replyer firſt mentioneth this matter , I muſt 
adde , that feeing M+ Doctozr proueth-ouy 
obligarionto. hauc a Biſhop, by the neceſſity 
of Confirmation , and danger of denying our 
faith, through want of that Sacramet; it wil 
not be cafy tor him, to defend , thar the 
Pope can diſpence in that obligation. For 
what diſpenſation can be ginen , ftorexpo- 
tinge of mens ſoules rodamnation? Or it M. 
Doctowr, and the Replyer grant, thatthe Pope 
may diſpenſe inthis commaund ; I muſt ve 
bold to ay, their arguments , drawne from 
the neceisity of C hoy , arc farre-tcts 
ched frights, not ſolid reaſons. 

8. Wherasthe Rgplyor n. 12. writeth, thar 
Nichol as Smith ſayd not rruly,that in Eugland 
the multitude of Catholickes, not the ex- 
tent of the place, is only to be contidercd : 1 
fay truly , that Nicholas Swith ſayth no ſuch 
M2tter, bur only, That if Englaxd bo conſu- 
dered , wot materially , bat formally ( 4s Dexones 
exprefſe theraſclaes ) that is , not the ext nt of 
lend, or mu/titnde of people, bat the wombor of 
Catholickes,which only can waks 4 trac Chare(s, 
We abai/ fad it t0:be-more i” 
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6# wotabic part of the Catholicke Charch ſpread 
o#cr the Whole Word; Whether or-no the ex. 
tent of place, or number of perſons,although 
not Catholickes., be alſo conſiderable, Nj. 
cholas Smith would anſwere , that it depen. 
deth'vpon other circumſtances , which may 
make ſuch ancxtent, more, orleſfe, ornox 
atall , conſiderable, as we haue ſhewed s. 2, 
As for England inparticu'ar , if the extenr of 
place were lefle, a Biſhop would be more 
viefull, for rhe Sacrament of Confirmation, 
which might be adminiſtred to more, it the 
were leflc diſtant in place And this vrget 
much agaynſt the Replyer, who, in prouing 
the necetiity of a Biſhopen cuery great coun« 
trey,finally x.20. reducethall, ro the neceſ« 
lity. of Confirmation. 
9. Itisſtrange ; how zealous the Replyer 

#, 10. is. againſt Nicholas Smith, tor makinge 
the Catholicks , as it were 4 contemptible nwm- 
ber,only becauſe he fayth, they are nor a no- 
table great part of Gods Church, notwith. 
ſtanding that Nicholas Smith cited inthat bee 
halte , a Writing entituled; eA Faraicll Ee, 

the Author whereof,is thought ro bea per- 
ſon of greater ranke, then the Replyer) whee 
rin it is ſayd ,that all our Catholickes to= 
geather,would {carcſely make one, ofdiuers 

ſboprickes in England . And it is worth 
the noting , that the Paralclliſt fayd fo , in 
proofe,that ſome Regulars, who wrote that 
the gouernment-of certayne Churches, an- 
.ciently belonged ro them, didrherby make 
,agreater Challenge, then my lord of Chet 
_ eoven, Which ſurely muſt haus ixcfpet only 
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zland, as my lord of Chalcedondoth. But by 
chis we ny ſee, how the num ber of Catho= 


lickes muſt be rayſed , or cryed downe , asit 
makerh moſt for their purpoſe. It ſeemeth 


his Holines had conſideration , cheifly-of 


Perſons, not of the Place, by makinge my © 


Lord,nor Biſhop of the countrey, but only 
mw him authority referred to the per- 
ons. Ordinarics haue iuri{diction, in retpect 
both of place, and perſon, Catholickes, and 
Heretiques : and therfore in them, extent of 
place is much more conſiderable. Laſt! y, al 
though it were granted ( asa thing not ma= 
king much for our preſent purpole) that the 
extent of place in England, were much con- 
fiderable, thence at the moſt could be in= 
ferred, that England is capable of a Biſhop, 
not that it muſt of neceſſity hauc one, which 
is our only Queſtion. As there be ſome 
Dioceſles, for extent of place, wel capabie of 
too, or more Biſhops, and yet it doth not 
follow, that of neceſsity they mult haue to 
or more, if by one they can be ſufficiently 
POIs yea there are diuers places, capa® 
le of one, or more Biſhops, who haueno 
Biſhop at all, but are gouerncd by other {u- 
peritours. (3 
10. Likewiſe the Replyer n..9. about this 
poynt , citeth the wordes of the Difages? ” 
7.very imperfectly in this manner. 20 
firme, thar one Dioceſle , or Gitty ,152 os 


table par; of the Church ,is a thinge, which 


- 


tothe number of perſons, and not extent of - 


place. For thoſe Regulars neuer chalenged. 
power ouer all Catholickes, through En: 
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nodeuine, yea ho man of tudgrent will ſay;. 
The words Dorf cited are theſe : To «fr. 


we, that one DioG:fſc , or Citty , or indeed wot /o 
W38ch as one Dioceſſe or Citty ,is 4 great, or ne. 
Loble part of that Chach, which reacheth,as farre 
e the riſing and ſctting of the Sunne , andthat it 
mai therfore , iure-diuino , by the dinine law , 
baue 4 Bichep; /o as n0 cauſe canexcuſe the Want 
of one ,is a thing, Which na Denine (fc. This 

aying of Nicolas Smith is fo cuident, as no. 
mancan deny it to be true; and yetfor this 
fpeach, he|is deeply charged by the _ 
torr,and Replycr of great immodeſty. Belides 
Nicolas S a neuer ſay deM. DoBoxraffirmed 
all this, but only by good conſequenee , he 
Mewed thar this and 7 Stam other hard con- 
clufions, muſt follow out of his Principles. 

x1. W hat he citerh #.14. out of the Regulars 
Anſwere, to my Lord of Calcedons letter, 1s 
by him odijoufly forced , toalenſe by the 
neyther meant, nor written. Iris cleare,they 
ſpeake not of Epiſcopall authority in gene- 
rall, but ofa Biſhop, in theſe tymes , with 
power of Ordinary , inforocxterno,coactiue, 
to erect a Tribunall &c. which they ay, 
would intheſe tymes, proue pernicionst9 
foules &c. as M.Dofoxr Chap.1s. confefleth, 
my Lord of (halcedes to ay, that fuch 2 
Tribunal isnot ſutablero theſe rymes.Prea- 
ching is a holy thinge , and as auncient ,5 
out Sauiour Chriſt; yet to do it publickly, 
in theſe tymes, may be called , a Nouehty 
and pernicious to Catholikes. 

* T2. 'In more ther three whole leaues, fro 


#16, he labourcth ro make good , that 39. 


oe [29]. 
1; fauoureth M. Doflonr. All his diſcourſe id 
. reduced to this . When Sotzs teacherhit;rd 


be of divine law , that is generall to encry 
Charch according to the | Eceleſtaſticall diaifiow, 

oper Bishops are to be applyed ; thoſe wordes 
(in generall ) are ro be interpreted, as ifone 
ſhould ſay,Chriſt in generaſſhath ordayned, 
that euery man ſhall be baprized , and rher« 
fore by our Sauiours commaund , cucty 
particular man is to be baptized . The Di/= 


ncrall) ro meane indetcrminatly of ſome Dio» 
celſes according as particular crrcumſtances 
of perſons, tyme , and place ſhall require, & 
not thar Sotws did teach an abſolure precept, 
of placing Biſhops in cucry determinare par= 
ticular Dioceſle. T his interpretation, is ga- 
thered our of Sotws his whole dritt , which 
wasto proue afterward agaynſt Catharinas a 
that the Refidence of Biſhops , is de inve di. 
#n0,of the diuine law ; and allo our of his 
wordes, Cited by the Replyer n. 22 . that the 
Biſhop muſt, ad /alztcm greeis oculate atterac 
re; lookeasit were with his eye,to the good 
of his flocke : &, propter frengoattretn" 
vigilantiam ;for the peculiar care and vigil2- 
cy neceſſary to his Church. All which de- 
monſtrateSorws his meaning only to be,thar 
Biſhops, by the d1uine law muſt be ſo apply- 
ed to particular Churches , as may futhce 
for the good goucrnment of the ſame , but 
not ſo abſolutely , that when they may be 
otherwife prouided tor,cuery Dioccic muſk 
of neceffiry haue irs Biſhop ; which Sores 


a6 of the 
Sacy wellto be agaynſt the practi 0) ohh 
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(uſſoxr interpreteth Sotws by the word (ih;ge=- 
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Church, wherindivers Territoryes , as great 
as. Dioceſles, are exempt from all particular 
Biſhops . As; Sotus teacheth, that Biſhops 
muſt be applyed to particular Dioceſles,; fo 
he teacheth that Pariſh. Prieſts muſt beap. 
plyed to particular Pariſhes,as may. be ſcene 
inthewordes cited by the Replyer; &it were 
ſtrange, that Sotus ſhould therfore be allead. 
gcd, to hold, itadiuinelaw, that cuery Pa. 
riſh, hauc its Pariſh Prieſt , if ade. it be 
ſ ufficiently prouided . Sotus then muſt be 
ynderſtoode;, only indeterminately , thar 
ſome Dioceſles mult haue their Biſhops, bee 
caule otherwiſe they cannot be. ſufficiently 
gouerned ; but not abſolutely , that by the 
diuineJaw ech one mult hauc its Biſhop, al- 
though otherwiſe it can be furniſhed with 
all neceſſaryez. And this in effe is no more 
then we ſayd' iathis pon g.1.and euine 
ccth,the no neceſsity of a Biſhop in Englad, 
by the diuine law, if without a Biſhop we 
can be ſufficiently prouided for. Accordin 

to this true mcaning of So#xs , it tollowet 

not , as the Replyer thinkes ; Sotzs teacherh, 
that there multbea Biſhop incuery particu= 
lar Dioceſſe: Ergo much more in cuery not2- 
ble part of the Church; becauſe jf anotable 
partof the Church, can be otherwilc well 
governed, it will no more ,accordingto So- 
tas, require a Biſhop, thena particular Dio- 
ceſſe. Yea there may happe to be a greater 0- 
bligation , of placing a Biſhop, in tome par- 
ticular Dioceiſe , then in a great Country, 
where the Biſhop cannot pertorme his oMce 
Or cannot come without great comage. 2 


a br 
Caholikes, which arc conſiderations dep&4 
ding wholly vpon particularcircumitances,' 
and notto bederermined by general notions 
of greater, or leſſc extent of place. Belides, 
M. Dofloxr altead ged Sorns abſolutely ;now: 
the Reptyer hath recourte'to inferences. If So. 
tw meane as the Replyerwillhaue him; Thar 

by the diuine lawe , the Pope muſt apply & 

particular Biſhop to euery Diaceſſe, or ra- 

ther to euery place capabicto be a Dioceſſe, 

the dorine1s not true in itlelfe ; and is a» 
gaynſt the Replier pag. 50. 2.12.who granceth 
that the Pope may gouerne ſome litle Pro< 
vinces, otherwiſe then by a Biſhop , as we 
ſe frequently practiſed in -Territoryes of 
good extent. It was then a hard ſhitr our of 
adoQrine not true, by inference to prouc 2 
poynt ſo preiudiciall ro Catholikes , as\M. 
DoFowrs concluſion was: Atlealit it cannot be 
denyed , but Sotus his wordes,.by thisdiucr- 
lity of Iaterpretatis, appeareto be obſcure, 
and therfore could yield: but yncertayne re- 

liefe to M. Dofowrs hard aſſertion. _ - 

+ 13, Concerning Benxex, {ee the Di/cu/=- 
ſoar n.11.' whotruly affirmed , that he made 
nothinge:for M. Doffoxr. When he teacheth, 
that the Pope cannot remouec Biſhops from 
agreat partot the Church, he vnderftandes as 
we commonly call one thing, 4 great part of 
another, as certainly one countrey 15 nota 
great part of the Carholicke church, which 
extendeth ir ſelfe as farre as the world , el- 
pecially , if in ſuch a countrey , there beno 
more Catholickes,then arc in England. 


. 28, doth his yrmoſtte 
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pre, that by divinc Law ,tvery plirticulty 


Church muſt haue a. Biſhop, and when aif 
comes to all;, thepoint is reduced to the nes 
ceffity of Confirmation. But this js a weake 
ground , topblige Catholickes ro. receaue 
a Biſhop, with increaſe of perſecution. For 
frſts Biſhop, for Confirmation only, can be 
nomore neceſiary;then Confirmation it felfe, 
which is not a Sacrament of neceflity , and 
2ccording to all Deuines , may be omitted 
withour ftnne, when commodiouſly it can« 
not behad;whichcertainly happeneth,when. 
a Biſhop cannot come into the Country, but 
accompanycd with addition to a grieuous 
periecution. 24 Thar Sacrament may be ads 
minitred:by a Prick , with commilſsion tro 
the Pope. ;. Although it were necefiarily to 
beadminiſtred by.2 Biſhop yer irxoquireth 

odly Epiſcopal Order, with voluntary iurif- 


diction , as: Prieſts in England: haue ouer 


keir Penicents. 4. k requireth nota Biſhop 
clongingrto Englatd , or refiding in that 
Kingdome . 5. M. Dofowr alleadgerhuthe 
diuive precepr,, of hauing Biſhops in cucry 
Bbtable partof the Church , asd diſtin ar 
ent fromhis 6ther reaſott. of the necel- 
ty of Confiryation, as may beſeche in his 
chap{14. #, 4.and the- Replycr dorh:nor futs 
bctratly defend &H3 Doftosr, by: flying tro 
encto the other, The point touching Cons 
to the next 23cition, 

15. All that he hack 3.29.30.$hg21s thevery 
fame with the obic&tions , of the Juquiſt08 
Sc. 6.and isan{wered by the Qnalifiearomi 
inthe-{ame {eion (0 clecrly a5 Luecd adde 
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33 
16.” By the ſame Rims of argumoenr, 
wherby M. Dofopr proucd the neceffiryofa 
Bibop , in euery Countrey of exent , the 
Diſewſonr ſayd , it might be proved; Thar in 
every Countrey, Religious Inftiture isto be 
maintayned, becauſe the Pope is obliged to 
conſerue it, in the whole Church of God. 
But there is no more reaſon of one Coun. 
tey,, then of another : Ergo it is to be man= 
ayned in cuexy Countrey. To this the Re 
plxranſwereth 8. 53. 34- Ei 
Swith can nor fynd out a diuine precepr , 
obliging the Pope to admit any Religious 
Order, as he is bound to giue Biſhops to the 
Church. Burt I belicue if he confider the mar- 
ter better, he will not aduenture to fay;Thar 
the Pope candepriue the Church of a Re- 
_ Eſtate , Inſtirured by our Saufour 
Chriſt, whoſe Councels faithfull people can- 
at, withour iniury , be yniuerſally hindred 
to follow. Secondly , he anſwereth; Thar he 
bath proyedit to be of the diuine law, that 
elery notable part of rhe Church haue a Bi- 
hop; wheras no Religious Order is necct- 
fary by the diuine law (in eucry notable part 
of the Church. But he neyther hath proued, 
Vhat he afſumerh as proued,nor doth hean- 
ſpere the forme of Nicholas Smiths argus- 
ment , which was the ſame with that, which 
M. Door vcd to proue the nece Don 2 
Biſhop in England. And ſo when the RFP/YF 
biddeth the Di/eeſſour make whar he can © 
this anſwere; till he giuc a better, this vic any 
tan may make of it , to ſay with rruth, that 


tmaketh nothing for LH, Doflowrrren' 
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irft oC hat Nicheslds 


[34] f 
bur only to ſhew the inſufficiency of it.” 1; 
17. 'Noleſle deficient is he , in farisfying I ie 
another forme of Argument, brought 
Nicholas Smith , in reſemblance of thatof M, gl 
Dofoxrs : It is not of the divine law ,rto haue 
a Biſhop ih cuery particular Dioceſſe of | p 
England: But , if we reſpec the diuinelaw, © 
there is rſo;more reaſon of one Diocefſethen | « 
another ; Ergo, all the Dioceſles of England | q 
may be gouerned without a Biſhop. And the 
ſame argument may be made of all other 
Countreys. To this forme of argument the 
FReplyer anſwereth; That there is more neces 
ſity of a Biſhop in a w hole Countreygthenin 
euery particular Dioceſſe , which was nor 
the queſtion, but whether it was notas good 
a torme of arguinenr , as that which M. Do- 
forr vicd. I omit ro note, that the Repiyer 
miſciteth the Diſerſſowr , who ſayd nor , that 
M. Doftowr conteſled, that aparticular Dio- 
celle may , be withour a Biſhop, but ſpake 
reſeruedly , that eM. Dofoxr ſeemed to con- 
fefle its which is true, becaulc he ſtil expreſly 
declared himſelte ro ſpeake, of a norablc 
great part ofthe Church. Howſocuer, the 
thinge it ſelfe is true , that the Pope isnot, 
by divine law , obliged to giuc a Biſhop, to 
cuecr pare capable of one, aswe tee often 
practiſed, Would eM. Dofoxr perhaps, haue 
in England, as many Biſhops, as there be 
Dioccſſes ? W hat miſtery may there be,that 
the Replicr doth ſo purpoſly conceale eM. 
Doctozrsopinion 1n this point? To contirme 
more, what Nicholas Smith ſayd, I argue thus 
an M.Dogtonrs forme, Itis not of the __ 
| | 4 2 
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law, that England hauc a siſhop: properly cal. 
led siſhop of England, or of any Dioceſle 
therin.; But there is no more reaſon of Exe 
gland ,.then of other Countreyes . Ergoall 
other Countreys may be without aBiſhop, 
properly called Biſhop of ſuch Countreys, 
orofany Dioceſle therin, This is eH.: Do.. 
ctoxrs torme of argument, and yettheronſe.. / 
quence cannot by any Catholicke be main« 


[2 


yned. 
18, Art length the Replyer x. 36. agreeth 
with ys , that it muſt be left to he = aan -” 


Paſtors diſcretion, whether the divine law 
obligeth a Countrey to hauea Biſhop, in 
this, or that circumſtance 4and ſo eM. Do. 
(towrand the Replyer might haue ſpared their - 
paynes , in prouing that Exg/and muſt hauea 
Biſhop , becauſe there isa diuine law , that 
every great part of the Church, asthey con- 
ceauc Englandto be, haue its proper Biſhop. 
Yer I cannot approuc his other ſaying , ghat 
when wedemaund any thing , there 15 more 
reaſon to demaund , that which is ordinary, 
then that which is extraordinary, and ther= 
fore England may demaundan Ordinary.For 
the rule' of wiſe men ought rather to be,thar 
they demaund, what is moſt ſutablero ryme 
place, and other Circumſtances , and not 
what is ordinary , or extraordinary: od 


grant our caſe ot Eng/aud, were not extia- 
ordinary , and much diftcrent fromrthat of 


Other Catholicke COUNTY " licks reſent in 
. : TAa1 bl 
19. Hedoth likwiſeno ing M., Dotesr 


theſame x. 36. where fynd 
lore prelled by the 51" 15. 46, T4 


——_ 
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hisarguments, if they.paſſe for good , muſt 


alſo prouc ;-thar Scotlandis obliged to haue' 
its Bi |, yeathar both England ,and Sor 
land muſt haue an Ordinary,properly ſo cal. 
led, becauſe Scotland 'is a Countrey of ex- 
tent:, and by the diuine law, belide the ſu. 
preme: Paſtour, theremuſt be other Ordi- 
naryes,or Eccleſiaſtical Princes in the whole 
Churcty, and conſequently ( accordiny'to 
thegroundes of eM. Doctoar & the Rej Iyer) 
euery notable part ofthe Church multi 
a Biſhop, inthar proper ſenſe. To this the 
Replyer'anſwereth : It England, and Scotland 
be both notable partes of the Church , both 
oughtro haue, by thedinine law, their pro. 
er Biſhop, be he Ordinary , or Delegate. 
i Doth he beginne to doubr, whether they 
be both notable parts of che Church \, or 
Churches of extent ? Or can he affigne'ysa 
divine law for England, not for Scotlani? 1 
ſee, he may in tyme accorde with Nichols 
Smitþ , whome ere while he fo much taxed, 
for ſaying , that England, as now thinges 
ſtand, is ino notable parr of Gods whote 
Church. Moreuer, thediuine law, of haying 
ſome Biſhops in the Church , is of Ordina» 
ryes in anjordinary manner, not of Delc- 
ates. 3 and therfore if Delegates ſuffice in 
»olaxd, or Scotland , itisa {1gne the diuine 
law dorh;not oblige in thoſe Contreys ; and 
if by miſhops Delegates the diuine law be 
fulfilled, it may be fulfilled by Prieſts De- 
legates , for as much as concerneth -iuril- 
_— on | * p 
20; 1 will gnſere his #. 37, only by 20- | 
38: Tvillnbrer bi a. nh by 
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ding 3 what he [qaueth out in citing the Diſ- | 


eaſſoxrrs wordes q. 7. n. 15, T ( ſayth Nicholas 
Smith) wonld moi wil ow my blowd, for 
purchaſurg of tymes. ,, ſutable With the eniowins 8 
Catholicks Bishop in England « Where the be. 
flyer leauerh oft, and maketh a longe necd- 
letfe deſcant ypona-poynt euery playne, if 
he had added the wordes, immediatly fol. 
lowing, namely.'( indgcd with af mach anthv- 
rity,4s any particular Bishop in the whole Charch 


of G04,) Which ty mes almighty ,Godigranc” 


vs with fpeed, if ſo it be his diuine. will. 
-;;24.: .,T he confutarion of M. Doctozrs at - 
guments,drawne from the African Ghurch, 
s bythe Replyer anſwered , with a:geirle , & 
implicit conceſſion; of all that the Di/enſoar 
had obiected . For omitting all particulars, 
be zellethvs , thatthey were alleadged by 
M.. Doctogr , only to ſhew their zeale:,'and 
cat defite of a Biſhop . Bur ſeeing Nicholds 
1th did ſhew, that 4 oi was no parity bee 
twixt their caſe and ours, and alſo that the 
African Biſhops , did'nor approue the peo 
ples zeale;- but rather gaue a preſident, ," that 
zeale is to be wig 0%," diſcretion ,. the 
layd exaraples, were neyther rightly allead- 
edby M. Doctoxr , nor is M. Doctozr well 
ended by the Replycr. As farre as Know - 
ledge; "will giue way '; Engliſh Catholickes 
will yielde to none, in zecale to haue 2 Bl- 


hop. 
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THE 1I1IT. QVESTION:  * 


Phether a Conntrey , althonzh the Perſecation 
shoxld be increafed , by occaſionof haning 
&# Bichop , could refaſe one , if it were © 
only for the Sacrament of Con. 
firmation . | 


| $f fi Replyer chargeth Nicholas Smith, 
for changing the queſtion , as if he had 
.4mpoſcd vpo M.Doctonr that he taught, 
eucry man in particular to. be obliged , to 
_ hazard goods, liberty, & lyfe, forenioying 
(onfirmation, wheras M. Doctowr only Gil 
of pefſecutionin general. But Nicholas 'Swrith 
neuer impoſed vpon M; Doctexr that ſaying, 
nor do the Diſcsfiozre wordes, alleadged by 
the Rzplyer, import any ſuch matter , but he 
euer.ipake of perſecution, to be jhcreaſed 
by the comming ofa Biſhop, which might as 
well fail vpon this, as that man ,and inthat 
ſenſe, euery one in particular , might feare it 
for himſelfe. Yet Nicholas Smith neuer dil- 
puted , whither ſoine.in particular , might 
nor, withoutdanger , receaue Confirmation, 
ſuppoſing we had a Biſhop , which rouched 
not the queſtion in hand. Forcertayne 'itis, 
that Confirmation cannot be ſayd, to be had 
commodioully , ( which was the poynt that 
made moſt forthe purpole ) -if it cannot be 
receaued , without a Biſhop , whoſe ny 
comminge, was ſuppoſed to cauſe increatc 
of perſecution, ro Catholickes in generall; 
wiuch is more conſiderable, then it itwere 
— CEItayne, 


44... eas a 
exrtayne, that by 'his comming, ſome one 
man only were to ſuffer domage, as Nicolas 
Swth #. 17. ſayd truly , bur is nor rightly 
taken by the R:plyer m. 5. And by this is ans 
ſered his long dilcourle #. 29. 30. 51.32. 

2.' His arguments , concerning Perfe# 
Chriftianity are examined in the Qualification 
ſe. 4. where it is explicated , in what ſenſe 
weare by Confirmation, made perfett Chri= 
ſtians, and is demonſtrated , that Nicholas 
Smith neuerdenyed it, in the ſenſe in which 
me nols:Fathers: ſpate; TE 

h Likwiſe the Qaalificatorr ef. z. ſheweth 
that N:colas Smith , concerning the authorie 
ty of S. Clements Epiſtles , hath no more,yeca 
lefle, then is to be read in Bellarmine Poſſ.wi- 
ns .Sixtus Sencuſic,and Baronins. And further 
ſheweth , that Nicolas Smith doth not reiet 
them, as Heretickes do ; and laſtly ,that the 
ws Epiſtles make nothing agaynſt the Di/=- 
cuſſour. 

4. That which eM.Dofoxrand the Re- 
plyer ſhould haue done, and by Nicolas Smith 
#. 16.were vrged to do, ſhould haue din, to: 

rooue that to be perfect Chriſtians in the 

athers tenſe, was of {o great neceſsity, that 
for attayning thereof, Catholickes ought 
to endure pertecution : Bur this neyther M. 
Dofowr did performe ,nordoth the Replyer, 
as much:as take notice of. And truly in what 
ſenſe ſocuer we take S. Clement , and other 
Fathers, or Councels, teaching, that with 
out Confirmation weare not perfect Chris 
ſtians , nor properly Chriſtians , yea not 


Ty ſome ſpeake) it 58 
N aangR al _ I alwayes 


yy” allwayes to be vnderſi 
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ood it that Sacrament 
be omitted yoluntarily ,w hen it may be had, 
otherwiſe we may beperfect Chriſtians; thar 
1s ,it ſhall nor be imputed to vs , that we are 
not perfect Chriſtians, but God will ſupply 
that want by other meanes, As if a Cathecs- 
men , belicuing pertedtly in Chriſt, dye with 
out Baptiſme yet with intenſe Contrition , 
not hauing poſſibility to be actually bapti- 
zed, he may be ſayd rodyca Chriſtian, yes 


a good, and holy Chriſtian ; becauſe the! 
want of Baptiſmal Character is not tmputed. 


to him (as it' would to one, who by his fauls 


had omitted it) inregard he wantes it, only 


nc; atine not privatine; he hath 1t not,yer wats 
it not, by reaſon in that caſe he wasnot boud 
to haueit infact, but only in cttcctuall defire. 
As afterBaptifme , remitfion of deadly fins, 


the proper cffet of the Sacrament of Pen. 


#ance ,may be obtayned by Contrition ,jas it 
includes a deſire of that Sacrament ; which 
defire in that caſe, is reputed for the ac. 
T hisisa cleerc explication , of thoſe words 
left out by M. Dofoxr, in citing S . Clement 


({i nox neceſſitate E5'c. Ff he shall remaine /0, 


ot vpon nece/rity , but by careleſne ſſe ,or volun- 


tarily.) W hich were wordes of chiete _— 
rance,, when we diſputed of omitring 


perſecution, becauſe we are not bound to be 


perfect Chriſtians, inthat nts _—_ 
the want .of 1uc 


ſo great domages nor wil 
rtcction,, in that caſe, be imputed to- vs, 
ut God of his goodneſle, will beready £0 


of Confirmation, for 38 


—O— c— Fs wo. 
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firmation , not carelefly, bur for iuſt teare of 


much 
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nitch 45 corteerneth attualf grace, and afMC.: 
tance, withour the Charafter ; becauſe , we 
n thar ſuppoſition , of perſecution ro be: 
increaſed, there is amotall Kind of impoſli-> 
bility to receane it. By which obſeruation, ! 
fallerh downe all that che Repyler obieRs , ws 3 
16, about Bapti/ive not aftuallyreceaued, and 
Confirmatio# 4: . 22 , and both Bpaſen and 
Confirmation #.23.4s the Reader wil perceaue, 
by applying to his obſetions, what euen 
now I hate noted. For wedo not ſay, that - 
without vition one can bearinoynted , al. 
though it be omitted\vpon neceſsiry , but 
only,' thar-the want of it ſhall nor be impul» _ 
yok ſhall be otherwiſe ſupplycd; and the 
like I ſay of Baptri/mre ; (whereas if vation be: 
omitted volunrarily , the party ſhall be-an= 
noynted neither Sacramentally, by the cha» 
racter , nor Equiuatently by other helpes 
from God,and o he ſhatldeferue to be truly+- 
called nora perfet Chriſtian. By the way I 
obſerue, that x. 22. he confoundeth two dit- 
ſlin& anſiveres giuen by the Di/cuſſowr, by 
which meanes it is caſy to make a ſhew of 
difficulty ,orto confure any two opinions, 
or anſwers given 4s different, yet both as 
probable , as Schollers dayly giue diuers 
probable anſfirers to one dithculry , which 
taken- trogeather cannos both ſubdſt , be- 
ing quire different , or contrary ; and it 
one be dererminatly imbraced as truc , the 
Other muſt be relinquiſhed as nor rue, alt-" 
though ir-mmay ſtill retaine ſts pro ability, 
to ſome 6ther man pong mow —_— 
rue, The Qaolijicatonr. ons” 
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th2rother Catholike ; Gi might well. 
leauc out thoſe wordes of S. Clement ( if not 
by nceeſſty EF c.) becauſe they treatednot the 
caſe ot perſecution , of which M. Dofloardid 
ſpeake, and ſo they had no like obligation 
tocite thoſe wordes. 

{ 5- Bur ( ſayth the Replyer) rather Nice+: 
las Smith failifyeth S. Clement , whoſe words. 
arc theſe : All therfore muit make hait , withost 
delay tobe reeencrated to God, and the to be (5+ 
ftened by the Bichop £J'c., eAnd when he thall be 
repencrated by Water , and afterward confirmed 
by the Bishop , with the 368 way grace of the 

rit., for otherwiſe he cannot be @ perfe} Chri. 

an , nor hanc placc amongſt the perfeF, if he /o 
remaine , not by neceſrity . bat by careleſneſſe , or 
volitarily. Where the Di/caſſoxr left our thele 
wordes ( nor hane place amoneft the perfef,) 
which he thinkes to beof great importance, 
and to ſignify that he cannot be admitted to 
the ſacred Euchariſt, nor to the ranke of the 
that are admitted to it , if not by neceſſity 
but voluntarily he ſhall ſo remayne, For it 
Q neceſcity , the party baptized wanted 

onfirmation, he might be admitted tothe 
Euchariſt. Burl am not of his opinion that 

thofe wordes were of importance, and dare 
2ure him in the Di/caſſours behalfe , that he 
neucr dreamed of any myſtery, which could 
moue him, purpoſely to omit them.It is i 


ſtrang that the Diſenſony ſhould be blame 
for omitting only the metioned words, an 
M. Doctoxr excuſed, although he left out 
the very ſame words, & alſo the words that 
tollowed ( Ff not by neceſſity Ec.) Are a 
TIN. ; riend:y 
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vfriendly to Nicolas Smtth , that ypon cons 
ditionroeſ{py one omiſsion in him, you are 
content to acknowledge a double one in M. 
? Your ſelte muſt ſatisfy for Nicolas 
Smith, and an{were your own arguments s, 
22.23. wherewith you fo much preſſed the 
Diſcefonr ; tor in S. (lemet,theſe words (If not 
by neceſſity, bat by Ec.) are refered to both the 
t FF precedet clauſes (he canot be a perfect Chriftid) 
= |} &tothcother(nor haxe place amig the perfet ) 
as rene by the coniundtio(zor) & ther-_ 
7 


fore S. (lement fignifyeth , that he cannot be 

a perfect Chriſtian , if not by necelſsity , but 

yoluntarily he omir Confirmation . Wher- 

fore thoſe wordes , nor han place amongtt the 
" ff Perfeet , eyther are bur a repetition or expli- 
* & cation ofthe former ,or if they lignify ſome... 
what els, theyhauec ne more reference to the 
wordes ( If not by neceſſity &'c.)then the other 
clauſe ( he cannot be a perfect Chriftian) which 
as I explicared aboue, lignify , thar the wanr 
of perfect chriſtianity , acquired by actuall 
vnction, and by receauing a military Cha- 
racer , ſhall not beimputed ro him,bur that 
God wil ſupply the grace of Confirmation,by 
other meanes, if indeed he want 1t vponnce 
cefſity , as they do, who are depriued of ty 
vpon iuſt feare of pexſecution . T he Replyers 
explication of theſe words ( nor hawe place @- 
moni the perfect) muſt be reiected by imſelf 
for herteacherth , that there was 1 theſe ty= 


mes, ian Ecclchaſticall cuſtome of being "vi 
firmed , before one reccaued the Þ. Euc a- 
rſt , and conſequently it as 00k gran: 00 
doit, Except in:ſome calc of ncce pd 


i Ad oo inn 
e2mnple ,at the houreof death, , when the 
dinine precept of communicating did oblige 
atd as.it were drowne the Ecclchaſticall, pre. 
cept ; in which caſe the perſon vnconhrmed 
was bound to rececaue the B .. Sacrament, 
whether he had omitted Confrmation b 
neceſsity,or voluntarily ; only . he'was boi 
to hatte Contrition for his former bmiſsion, 
And rherfore the Replycy cannot \ignc any 
caſe , inthete ty mes , of diſparity. betwixt 
tim,who had otnitred Confirmation yolun. 


; 
Cx 


that without Confirmation , we ſhall be ſure. 

towanr fucha perfeRion in our Chriltiani- 

p 25 we ſhould be obliged vnder fiane ,to 

a generall perſecution, for redeeming, 

the wanr of ſuch a perteCtion, For to thar le- 

tere purpoſe M. Dofoar alleadged S. Clement 

and in that ſenſe Nicolas Smith had reaſon to 

deny, that without Confirmation we could 

for be perfet Chriſtians . Mo | 

'6. hat he ſayth #, 27. that Confirma-, 

tion is a perfecting vnttion, is-not ;again 

| the Diſc#ſſonr , who neuer den ed.ir » NOrC, 
| Ccnertreated, whether S, Den in of gs. 
hs | Ws vo __ IE 


- a 


ton ; bur only ſayth, 
ptcr , he 


{me, and 


ter ſpake of Confirmation ; | 
and proueth, that in the ſayd. Cha 
aketh alſo of oyle ved in Bapti 
that therfore our of ſuch generall ſpeaches 
alone , eM.. Doftoxr could not inferre any 
thing peculiar to Contitmation. See the D 
e#f.n.17.which in this point iscleare inoug 
7. The Reader muſt vnderſtand with 
circumſpettion , the Replyers dottrine s. 10. 
That God obligeth himſelfe, ro give the — 
ſpeciall. grace oft Confirmation ( to profeſſe 
our faith ) to ſuch as receaue it. For this 
muſt be vnderſtoode , if Perſons Confirmed, 
do on their part concur with Gods grace , 
mouing, and inciting them, to the obſerua» 
tion of his commandments , & performance 
of other good workes, according to hisinf> 
irations, beſides the only receauing of Co» 
rmation . Otherwiſe he may 1uſtly deny 
them particular efficacious grace ,permitting 
them to fayle in the Cofeſhon of their faith, 
whiles others, by humble frequentation of 
other Sacraments, & diligencein good wor- 
kes , do by thoſe meanes ſupply the want of 
onfirmation, and rema 
confeſſion of thcir faith. 
40. &'in other places,he tcacherh, that Con, 
firmation js the ordinary meanes to get gra- 
&, for confeſfing our faith; It 
that all other meancs are extrao 
doctrine is not. true . For other 
nation werea necellary 
felon of our: faith , an 
ynconfhrme 
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ne conſtant,in che 
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hevnderſtand 
rdinary , his 
wile Coufir= 
meanes, for the pro- 
d for {aluation; ſo, 
could without ay 
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bly omit Confirmatiox , & otherwiſe keepe 
the commandments, frequent Sacraments” 
be afſiduousin prayer, & teruent inall other 

ood works: which no man candefend . If 

y ordinary meanes, he ynderſtand a mea- 
nes ordayned to giue grace, forthe Confeſ.- 
fion of our faith, the doctrine is good. Bur 
thence doth not follow , that other meanes 
alſo may not fuffice, for the Confeſſion of 
our faith , becauſe the ſame end may beat. 
tayncd by different meanes. See the Leif. 
cation Sect. 4.u.7. Neuertheleſle, if in lome 
particular caſe, one did in Conſcience per. 
{wade himſelte that without Confirmation, 
he ſhon!d not haue ſtrength ro profeſle his 
faith, ſuchan one were bound to receaue 
that Sacrament , as Conick related by the Re- 
plyer n. 47. affirmeth. Bur this is per accidents, 
as one may iome ty me be obligedto faſt, or 
vndertake other corporall auſteriryes, to 
confeſle, receaue the B. Sacrament, or ſome 
ſuch pious worke ,' it he were in Conlcience 
perſwaded, that without ſucha particular 
determinate meancs,hecould not ouercome 
ſome rempration: 

8. From the 33. tothe 38. number he cndea- 
uoureth todefend M. Doforxrs laying, That 
Exſebius recounteth , Noxatus to hauetallen, 
for want of Confirmation. Firſt , heanſwe- 
reth, that indeed Ex/cbius doth not lay ſoin 
expretle tearmes : Ergo do Linferre , M. Do-, 
fomrſayd not well,that Nonatus fell tor want, 
of Confirmation , as Enſebins hath remarked, 
for ſo, he ſpcaketh in his Epiftle #, 18 , $c- 


tr cular, important c 
; STOared not Thar ParTIEUIAr, IMPOTTT 


[ 47) 


fnuate ſo much. But M: Dectosr ſayth more: 


and I deny, that Ey/ebizs doth otherwiſe in- 


finuate ir, then by faying, that he wanted 
the grace of Confirmarion ; as likwilt he re- 
lateth , rharhe was ambitious, with many 
other crimes. And indeed his {chitme , and 


hereſy may be aſcribed to his ambirion, and 


oppoſition to {ornclius for the Popedome, 
rather then to any thing elſe. For Hereſy 
and {chiſme ,'are the immediate broode of 
pryde, and ambition. Thirdly he fayth, that 
at leaſt it may be probably inferred our of 
Eu/cbius, that Nownatus fell for want of Confir- 
mation. Bur heere we talke not of inferences, 
but whether , or no , E/ebius do affirme it ? 
Neyther doth it follow ; He fell, and wanted 
Confirmation; Ergo, he fellfor want of Coufir- 
mation. For as he wanted Confirmation, 10 was 
he ambitious, and loaden with other finnes. 
Yet Nicholas Smith out of reſpect to that Sa- 
crament, ſayd, it might well be, he tell for 
want of Confirmation , as alſo it may be,that 
he tell, both for his finne of neglecting, and 
contemning that Sacrament , and ioyntly 
for other his groſſeenormityes. Only Iſtill 
deny , that Ew/ebixs ſayth,he fell for want of 
Cohrmation. His laſt anſwere is, that others 
before M. DoBowr haue written out of Es/c- 
us, that Nozats: fell for want of Confirma= 
tion, which is to confeſſe that M . Doffoar 
taketh his arguments { ww cruſt , in a mat= 
ter concerning the obligation of icted 
Catholickes, to endure a heauyer perſecu= 


tion, and vpon truſt from Authors , who 
Con. 
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cluto , which M.Doctozr was ta proue: and 


This is {0 much the more ro be wondred at 

becauſe, the example of Nozatug , is by him 
divers tymes repeated , as if it were ſome 
| Maiſter-peece , and yet finally. the Replyer 
confeſſeth , that M. Doctoer tooke itfrom 
the notes of the Rhemes Teftament , ranting 
therby , that for alleadging ſome other Au- 
thors, to the ſame cffeR, he is obliged tothe 
Replyer, and fo not thoſe Authors, but only 
the Rhemes Teflament can excuſe M. Doctoerx, 
But indeed, neyther thoſe Vererable Anthors 
of the ſayd notes,nor other Catholicke Au. 
thors , can giutc excuſe for his miſalleadging 


Ex/cbius . For out of Exſebius they cleerly 


proue againſt hereticques, that Conhirma- 
tion isa Sacrament, anda thing not to be 
conrtemned , becauſe for want of it Nowatus 
receaued not the holy Ghoſt, and was by 
Cornelius condemned tor neglect to receaue 
it. All which Ex/ebius doth 1n expreſle tea- 
mes relate, and fo makes good, what Ca- 
tholicke Authors intend to prouc agaynſt 


Hereticques , although indeed he ſay not, 


that Nomatus fell for Want of Confirmation , 
which made not much to the pyrpole of the 
ſayd Catholicke Authors. Bur the ſtrengh 
of M. Dofoxrs argument , doth wholy rely, 
vpon Es/ebius his affirming , that Newatws 
acQually tellfor want of Confirmation, For it 
wasto proue, that withour Confirmation, 

one fal #02, others probably will, as ( ſay th be) 
onatus did for want of it. Thus he ſpeaketh 
Chap. 14. n. #.and in other places. And it had 


inc @ Rirange argument, ro fay; Never 
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fell not : -Brgo., Eoghih 
exatuple, may feare-tofall.. 

9. . But what if M, Doctor do alſo. miſc 
take the Rhemes Tefhawent , and; 0 the Replyer 
inlicu of TONIgtor M.Dof#anr bis mil- 
alleadging Ew/cbins., be put ra defend bork 
M. Doffoxrand himlelf, tor miſtaking thoſe 
yety notes of the Rhemes Teflampnn? I belicue 
itwill proue ſo, We muſt therefore diſtin» 
puiſh. a double fall of Noxates. The one, 


himſelfe ro be Prieſt, refuſingra helpe ſome 
Chriſtians in'neceffity and hazard,for which 
and the like occaſions , agaynit feare in time 
of.Perſecurion , Confirmation is-pecubiarly 
ordayned,. His other fall, was nho ſchiſme, 
oppolition to ({ornelins for the Popedome. , 
and hereſy. This ſecond lapſe was: not caum 
ſed by feare of perſecution , but proceeded 
from pryde, ambition, and neglet,orcon- 
tept of Confirmation, which in him was cyrher 
atormall act of herely , or a diſpolu jon pre- 
rating his ſoule fora tfallinro further ſchiſ- 
me, and hereſy : neyther did he in this le- 
cond kind of falldeny himſelfero be © rieſt , 
but rather ſought to viurpe rhe pignr Prj- 
eſthood ;audche perſecution zenged not.to 

driug men ints ſchiſme gr hereſy ob a2 
to bereaue them of Chriſtianity, NOW &F- 

Doctor muſt vnderſtand ;' that Nowatss. ep : 
fall, &rdenying himſclfero be P riclt , inthe 
foreGgyd circumſtances. for feare of 

tion, LEE. F becauſe he warts Garth - 
nation ; whereas the Rhemes Te fiament 1ayt 

Boluch mak(fr , but pogl anly.of jus, to 


when for feare of perlecytinn. de flees 5; 


= 
Lud 
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to hereſy ,and of his (x HY of thar Sacry.. 
ment, and ſo makes nothing for &cM.Do#ourt 
at 3 ri vs heare the wcrds ofthe Rheme! 

eft ament , cited by the Rep! yer n. 36 , Nemcy 
#one denied , or contemned the $ acramentof C3. 
firmation , and holy Chriſme, but knowne Here. 

ticker. S. Cornclius that Blefſed Martyr fo much 

ay/ea of S. Cyprian, affirmeth that Nouatus 

ell to hereſy , for that he had not receaued the 

holy Ghoft by the conſiguation of « Bichop,whome 

allthe Nouatians did follow , nencr wvjtng that 

boly Chriſme. W hat is heere for M. Doffomrs 

| Parpolc concerning the fall of Nowatus for 

eare of perſecution ? Perhaps,if he had bin 

more perſecuted, he had nor binne fo ſubic& 

To bios and prone to ſchiſme,& herely. 

| Bayus likwiſe, cited by the Rzplyer, ſpeakesof 
| Noxatu his propenfion to hereſy,and ſo ma- 
kesno more in excuſe of M. Dofoxrthen the 
Rþhemes Teftament did. Betides , the R;plier gr 
ueth no anſ{wereat all, to Nichol as Smith ſhe- 


wing, thar the caſe of Nowatus , was inhnitly 
different, from that of our Catholickesin 
"England , although ir were granted that No- 

| * watxs indeed felltor want of Confirmation, 
which he omirred not vpon iuſt cauſe , bur 
negledted , and conremned , whome all the 
Nosatiausdid follow , never yſing that holy 
'Chriſme, as cuen now we haue heard ontot 
'-the Rhemes Teftament. The Repiyer then 15 
many wayes deficient in this poynt. 1 could 
adde, that M. Doctosr citcs Emuſcbins more 

_ Tthenonce, yery particularly , (th. 6. Coy 
- 83. alias z4. wheras the Rhemes Teffamentcl- 
Cr \ (6th Chap. i. ſg as it is not yery ante” 
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how MH. DofFom-rooke his relation fron 
thoſe notes , ſecing with ſuch articularity, 
he cites Ewſebizs differently from them. Bur 


Iwill not be ſo minute with the Repoger- 
10. In his #«mber 40. he ſayth, that many 


wyho may commodioully receaue Confirma.. 
tion , haue right to receaue it, and thatthe 
reſt of Catholickes cannot, for a general 
perſecution, depriue rhem of that right. Buc 
this atthe moſt proucth, that if once we haue 
2 Biſhop, thoſe who may commodioully re. _. 
ceaue Confirmation , cannot be hindred , 
bur nor that they ſhould be wronged, if 0. 
I thers for auoyding a penerall perſecution, 
FF and prouiding for thetr owne indemnity 
ſhould, by lawtull, and orderly meanes, _ 
poſe the comming of a Biſhop. Rather , the 
particular good ot ſome , muſt giuc | cog ro 
the generall harme of others. Beſydes, the 
danger being generall, cuery one might feare 
that it would fall ypon himlelfe, 

ut. To FROne | that a Biſhop cannot be 


refuſed , he bringeth this reaſon #. 43- It ca. 


not be denycd, bur that Chriſtians are more 
yth, with 


adle, and likel teſſe rheir fa 
and likely ro pro « Sieegtafrap 


the Sacrament of Confirmation , 
Out it, and that morein a Countrey perſccu- 


tcd , are like to ſtand to thc Profe Sion of 
their faith , with this Sacrament, then withe 
out it ; Ergo, ina Countrey per ecutcd, and 
deſticure of this Sacrament, many do fall, 
who otherwiſe would ſtand; and for cucr f 
one thar ſtandeth , perhaps twenty will _ 
_ God forbid... Hitherto we haue not 7 nor] 


kope cucr ſhall yenuaer ſorwcatitol - 
ors Par F $: 
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[52], 
mily.in our glorious Catholickes . To your 
arzument , Ianſwere. Nodoubr, but conji- 
dering the Sacrament of Confirmatian. init 
ſelfe, Chriſtians arc more able to profeſſe 


their taith. with it . then withour it: yer if we. 


ſuppoſe, thar,by the very hauing of it, per- 
{ccurion .muſt.be increafcd , ſome will be of 
OFinion, that more might bein danyer to 
fall by rcaſon of that tacreaſe of Perlecu. 
tion, then jn calmer tymes, although they 
wanted Contrmation . And it the cAntcee. 
dent be granted-withour diſtiation,: yer it 
would not iptcrre: the neceifity ofa Biſbop, 
with increaſe of Perſecution, No doubc, but 
by otten retgauing the Sacrament of Pcn- 
nance, and the moſt B. Sacrament of the AL 
tar, for example, cuery cy ght dayecs, Chri- 
ſtians are more cnabled, to. proteile their 
taich then without them, Wil therfore the 
K:piycr , impolc von Catholickes, an obli- 
gation of freguenting thoſe Sacraments ,,&- 
ucry cyzii daves, cuen with increaſe of per- 


ſccurion ? Which inſtance will be 'of more. 


force ,itonc affirme (as L doubt nor but di 
ucrs. will ), that by humble, and diligent fre» 
quentinythoſe two Sacraments,perſons who 
without their fault want Contirmarion, may, 
be thought to  haue greater ſtrength., for 
profeiling their taith , then ſuch as hauc' re- 


ceaued C ontizmation, bur are remille in. trc- 
| Quen; By thoſe other two.Sagraments. 
12. Ya M. Do&osr and the Replyer, come 


Hort ot ther, ivtent, yaleſſe they can further 
proue , that perſecution is to be;yndergones 
nor only f90x-enigying Cgntirmation ant 
7 Ir ailO, 
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ſerh'n.# . and the Qxalificator' Se. n. 21. 22. 
Which poynt , & diuers others ir this Que= 
ſtion. treated by Nicholas Smith' are omirted 
bythe Repiyer, as may be ſcene in the Dif 


cuſſion. | 
F THE V. QVESTION. 


Concernixe M. Dofngrye Compariſon bed 
. weene Bishopr, inferior Pattunrt, and 
K/ligions men. 


\ 
1. F N this Queſtion, the Replyerexrenderh 
4 himſelte eytherin prouingthinges ex- 
-_  preſly granted and taught Þy Nicholas 
Smith as that the ſtate of a Biſhop, 1s higher 
then that ofa-Reiipious man; cr els 1n1m- 
Pigning Nicholas Smith, as if be had fayd, 
Whar he neuer ſayd nor thought, & therfore 
WYernay be more breife in returning bim an 


«+ Uſiwere. Only , I'muſt renew my fir lt requeſt 


difficulty, obicQed by the R;pryer, hewil! be 

leaſed ſe N ROLE k) xr wordes, be- ; 
ore he {pend his jndpment. | 
2. "The Qualificator FCeF. 4+ 1,16 17.18. an- 
ſwereth the obic&ttons of the [ nqmiſition,and 
Replya gaynſt Nicholas Smiths ſay 10g , rhat the 
te of a Biſhop doth ſuppoſe , Þur Dot B74e 

perfetion which iz the expretie doctrine af 
®X#arex'& common amon Deuines. The - 

of a Biſhop is not _— rent, but allo ic 

; 


tO the Reader . that it he fynd any ſceming 


parable 


alſo/for the oſwednes or vndoxbitihner the iro 
by having 'it trom a Biſhop), as Ttouthedin 
the firſt Lwcftron wn. 2.2nd the Diſtsſſrar hand-. 


as is manifeſt ina Biſhop confirmed not con. 
ſecratcd , who hath the ſtate, notthe Cha. 
racer of 2 Bi OP « Nicholas Smith nener de. 
nycd , that Epilcppall conlecration confer. 
reth grace, butonly that Epiſcopall ſtate of 
it ſclte yieldeth mcanes to acquire perſonall 
perfection. By this is anſwered what the Re. 
plicr obicteth mn. 14. 15, 16. 17. 

3. Toproue that in ſome caſe, an Oath 
not ro be Religious, is not wicked , he al- 
leadgeth #.26. the command of the ſea Apo. 
ſtolicke , thatall thoſe ; who will enioy the 
benefit ef the Popes Seminaries , do ſweare 
that they will be Prieſts, and will not entcr 

Intoany Religious Order, or Congregatiq 
without licence of the Pope,vnleſſe they fir 
Jabour in the Miſcion , the ſpace of three 
yeares. I anſwere Nicolas Smith ſpake of an 
abſolute Vow ( or oath) not to entcr into 
Religion , which certaynly is inualid, & vn- ' 
Jawfall ,and may be Tell ierand wicked, 
For what greater ditordination can there be 
in mans will, then deliberatly to ſweare, or 
yow , that he will reliſt almighty God ,inl- 
piring him to follow thoſe Counſels, which 
were recommended by the Saujour of man- 
- Kind? The oath alleadged by the Replyer, 1s 
as it were conditionall (not without the Fo- 
pes leaue, orthe leaue of his Nuntio , for fo 
1s the oath now conceaued ) and temporary 
( for the ſpace of three yeares . ) The reaſon 
of difference is , becauſe a yow is inualid , # 
it be impeditiuwm maioris boxi , incompatible. 
With a greater good asa temporary nt” 
10 


_ parable from Epiſcopal Order,or Charatter,” 


_ __— 4 An aw a GRz 


wy ditional! vow-is not. 'Oor ; Not to enter 14 
Religion without leaue, or not for a cer- 
taync tyme, doth not abfolurly hinder ene 


tring into Religion. If one vow ro makes 
pilgrimage , or to performe ſoine ſuch pious 
worke, thevow is va'id , although the per= 


formance thereof, do for a tyme, hinder the | 
Pilgrims entring into Religio. Neyther doth 


it follow, thar therfore a Pilgrimage, is an 
act more perfect , then the imbracing of 8 
Religious lyfe , taking holy Orders &c. Or 


that the Vocation of ſtudents in rhe Seminae-- 
rFes , 15 more perfe&t then the ſtate of a Bis 


op our of England, which yet Seminariſts, 
by reaſon of their oath to go into England, 
cannot imbrace withour leaue, at leaſt, vn. 
leſſe firſt they ſarisfy their dath, by com- 
ming into England . Or that the ſtate of Re. 
ligion , or Vocation of Seminary Prieſts is 
more or leſle perfect, by the expiring, or nor 
expiring of three yeares, after which ryme, 
ſceing all may freely enter into Religion , 
euen in Eneland, 1tis a igne, thatReligious 
Kate, all things conſidered,is to be preferred. 
4+ Without any necefliry, he endeauo» 
reth to proue , that in caſe of neceſſity of the 
church, when it cannot be otherwiſe proui- 
ded, a vow to accert a Biſhoprike is Lawtull, 
of which Nicholas Smith did not diſpute, bur 
only ſayd in generall thata Vow not t0ac- 
cept a Biſho; ricke is lawfull, which no man 


canden y 1 vnleſle he wm oppole rar; ro 
e approu | 
all thoſe Popes , who hauc ap oor ater 


Nitute of the ſociety of Te/#v. 
4A 


| | TY [ y #8, 3. without caulc 
| words, which the od £ Poe. * notice 


aan Wicholac” Smiths OW ſeft our bf £. 
0724s 2.2.4. 185. 4. 1.,(Onlefſein a manifett to 
imminent RE Wed nfirm what'N gry LOA | 
fayd,that according to S:Themas/itleemeth' 
preſumption to defire a Biſhopricke, euen! 
forthe good of foules, namely ſpeaking in 
general] , and notin ſome particular caſe of 
neceſsiry , which is not yety frequent ; and: 
who I pray you, will perftiade himfelfe, that 
te alone is fit for ſo high a Nate ?\.1t is alſo; 
moſtrrue that, Valentia, a5 fie is cited by-Njz 
eholas Smith, teacheth, that (' in general! and 
abſtrating trot particular caſe of necefsiry} 
. todefirea Biſhopricke, enen for whatis beſt 

in It, is conttmbnly a deadly finne ; although 
che Replyer relleth vs, that. Valentia thinkerh 

extymes itis a mortall fin.” Befides , Nicolas 
mith, becauſe he would not'tuedle with that 
diſpute, knowing there was mulciplicity of 
Opinions, after he had alleadged the doctrine 
of Valentia'warily, added": This belongeth not 
to me to define . Bur thei Replyer willingly ta- 
Keth all occaſions to difare hitntelte, > 
" 5. "His z3. and 53. uambers, arcemploytt, 
by occaſion of 2 meerc partly miſinterpre- 
nitig,, and partly miſciting Nrcolas Smith 7, 
as the iudicious Reader will fynde , by pery- 
 fingthe place inthe Dicaſoor, " 

'* 6. Tcannor excuſe the Replyer from fatite 
inſay ing ». 37. that Nicholas Smith affirmeth, 
that a Biſhop ele#cd,, yea and confirmed muy 
marry. Nicolai Smith his wordes num. 8 . 2c 
theſe: A Bihop , not in hbly Orders , Fiefrd, 
wa Lowully marry , and/ ol ifs bolt, that 
Blrbop confirntid nay do the ſo; but of vir Ie 


= 
- 


_ Saiththet onfy fayth ,thir(6me hold thara' 


'th Biſhop confirared may marry," which is true. 


th bur fhimſeife abſtayncth from that 2utthion. 
en: 7. He ſheweththat wikithply he wonld* 
In fynde fault with any rhing*. while x, 35. he- 
of relleth vs, that S. Thomat 7, 2. 4.104 br, 4as' 
id. he is cired by, Nicolas Smith , fayth nothin 
at of the Euamgelica!) Counſls'; yer confel? 
lo, ferh char in is q. 708.4y./4.he teacheth thar-, 
b- for which Nieolas Smith cireth bim , namely ,--- 
id thar nei counſels are proper toth 

P] new law, The miſciting 6f the place was ati 


bis errour of the print, as the SD do ubny of haue 
MN ſeene in'Nicolar Smith himſelf pag! 161, where 
h the ſame place vf SF. Thomas is ered aripht,”' \ 
4 © 8, Whathe writethn/#7; of the knights 
Of Calatran#tF<. is anſivered by the Gualiffs 
taromy ſects ol, 4. ft: LOEN of alyke 


gotectronthade by che ay ph i1o') +5 v6 


'v9. His ſaying ». 47. eanlats, as REL 
Bulars | fre nt to haut carc'; or chargeof 
others; þuitof their owne ſoliles;, is eychiera 
, Meere Eq tuocation , ora Yotrine very vis 
true and often confutct by the Di/enſſoxy. 
For fort Repnlar Priefts ,asRegulars, haue 
at leaſtas mitch r6 do with other mens fous 
ſes /as ſocithar Pricfts , as ſecular; have; 20d 
C if Regular Priefts\, be alto 'Biſffops . and Pas 
| Tours they att equal! ro ſycalar Bifhops \ & 
4 Paſtours:*Fiicxy body Knowes ;rhac Religh 
'Ofi in peneralt ;i5 devided into the Actiae, 
Contempharitte, and Mixre lyfe ,by which 
fucty Religious arc obli ger wn _— ) 
their owne pertcetion Dy py 
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wot diſpnte”, ve if Pe maryy, it irvnlid.” Nichol * 
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thers ; neyther doth Mixe kind of lyfe g 
makea Regular to be Secular ; Ergo ſuch Re. 
| marks , eucn as cho are Regucs , and not 
eculars , arc to help others, If ſecular, as ſe - 
cular , did artend to the helpe of others then 
all ſeculars ſhould atrend ro the help of 0. 
thers , cuenlay men, and women according 
ro the Replyers trequent-manner of di puting, 
who is wont to interre , that if Regulars , as 
Regulars, were of the Hieratchy ( and the 
ſame may beſayd of attending to the help 
of others ) then all Regulars, cuen lay-Broe 
thers , and Religious women, ſhould be of 
the Hierarchy , and attend to the help of 6+ | 
others. If he lay,that (ecular Prieſts,not pre. 
ciſcly as Secular , but as Paſtours, attend to 
the help of others,the ſame ſay Iof Regulars 
ifthey be made Paſtours.Ina word, he ought 
tocompare Regularas Regular, with ſecu- 
lar as ſecular , Regular Pricſts, with ſecular 
Prieſts, Regular Biſhops or Paſtours , with 
Secular Biſhops or Paſtors, which-yert could 
neuer be obtayned of M. Doctogr, or the Re- 
plyer. This manner of vnequall reduplifation, 
Nicolas Smith reprehended , and not rgdupli- 
cations in generall , which cuery bgdy io 
well knowes to be vſuall in Schookrs., that 
the Replyer need not to haue taken ſo much 
5; mar tro proue it 4. 6.#, 7. I] adde, that theſe 

eligious, who by their Inſtirure, muſt belp 
ethers, by preaching ,' adminiſtring Sacra- 
ments &7 c.muſt alſo by theirReligious Inſti- 
eure be Prieſts ; but no Secular , preciſcly as 
Secular, is bound to be Prieſt. I ſay precilcly 


as Secular, fora Secular man, by {ome ore 
| 4&7 0 title, 


RY at 


ev» W 4 « 
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of Tuſtice, and Fidelity ; and if another md, 
ſhould chance voluntarily to excrcile FE 


_ THT | 
title , may be obliged ro be Prieft . 
is af#s ro enlighten others, & giue hisli 


for his flocke , by iuftice , inregard of man- 


tenance, and honour affoarded him by his 
flocke, or by the vertue of Fidelity, in reſ- 
pect of acertayne implicite pact, whereby he 
obligeth himiclfe , when he is made Biſhop. 
Bur Religious men, meerly vpon prong , 
0 Reli _ C more noble Vercucs, then U- 
ice or Fidelity ) do illuminate othe 
aduenrure hel | fe Forth oy of 
obliged, not only by Inſtitute, but alſo by 
particular vow made tothar effe. In which 
doctrine Ican eſpy nothing blame worthy. 
But the Replyer n. 43. ſomery mes citeth thee 
wordes of Nicholas Smith by haltes, and lom- 
tymes drawes them to an odious ſenſe, asif 
Biſhops performed theyrfuntions mercina- 
rily , tor honour , and mantenance , or, asif 
their giuing their lyfe for theit ſheepe,, were 
nota worke of Heroicall Charity, or did 
not require in the Biſhop very great Charity 
according as our Sauiour ſayd J04v, 21. Ames 
me? Paſce ones meas : wheras the Diſcuſſowr an- 
ly fayth, that the obligation which Biſhops 
hauc , ariſeth from the vertues of Iuſtice, & 
Fidelity , although when they giue their life 
for their flocke, adminiſter Sacraments &7e. 
they may excrcile acts of diuers vertues , 25 
Charity, Religion, Forritude,P aticnce £7 c- 
yer, as I ſayd , the obligation of thole very 
as originall proceedeth from the vertues 


he 
e 


10. The Di/cxfomr 1.11, tayth that a Biſho 
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ſameatts, he A EE orme them, by 
on fame title , and obligation of Tuſtice, by 
which Biſhops , and Piſours, are bound to 
pertorme them: T he ſoutdicr,, Pxx<Rop.of 
His pay, is hound to adueturc his wy ,wher. 
in he may cxercile acts of Fortirade, Chari. 
ry t6 his Country, Religion ina piouscauſe; 
and of other vertnes ; and yet his obligation 
ro Theſe as of verrues, radically proceedeth 
fromTuſtice. Neyther can we r:14hty affirme 
that he dyerh for his Pay , it he chance to 
loo Mis life, bur only that by reaſon of his 
Pay nTuftice he was bound to op | 

"17. The Diſeaſſowrs. 12. ſayth': Merit doth 


' nor conftiſt in oifice, bur in actes thereof, 
Would any man thinke that in this {peach 
there could be difficulty ? Or doth any me 

e- et 


thatrwe merit otherwiſe then by actes? Yel 
che Rep!ycr is not pleaſed with it.and entreth 
into a queſtion , which would require along 
diſpute; to wit ; Whether, and how farre the 
dignity ofthe perſon, dignifyerh the ope- 
ration ?' Which Axiome requireth many li- 
mſrations, and expiications, as for example 
Ifa Biſhop pay his debts , faſt ; or the like, I 
fee nor why by theſeattes he ſhould merit 
more, then a private Perſon, endued with 
cquall degree of iuſtifying grace ,and wor, 
King with cquall feruour; neyrher can I hold 
tortrue, what the Replyer ſayth , that the 
ſameattion done by 2 Re ular , and a Biſb- 
Op, are more meritorious ih a Biſhop, then 
ina Repular, not only in reſpe(t of actions , 
propefto rhe Stare of a Biſhop , but alſo of 
other actions; valc{ſethe Biſtro VE rp 
I « 


| [61 ] 
Gods fauour, and do thoſe actions , with 
greater perfection. If it were to our prejene 
purpoſe, -one might adde , that in Scholas 
{ficall rigour, for the poyart in hand, there 
as great difference betwaxt height of Otfice, 
and Dignity of perſon, as ourB. Sauiours o+ 
pornvons were of intknite valew and merit, 
y rea!on of the digaity of his perſon , not 
rcualys and tormally,by any office. 
12,' In 

treateth of Secular Curates., coinpared with 
Religious Prieſts : and no doubt bur char 
lome things there are, wherein Secular Cu- 
raresexcell a Religious Prieſt, not Curare ; 
which his argumcntsdo proue ,.& no more, 
Bur the Queltion is, wherherall chings cons 
hicred , a Religious Prieſt be not more per. 
t:& then a tecular Curatz , as S; Thomas 2. 2. 
q. 184. art,8. cited by the Di/cuſſowr 1.14. pro» 
poteth the Queſtion , and retojueth it in ta« 
uour of Religiotis Prieſts, as may be leeneat 
large in the Di/eaſſion. Andithe Repiyer #:.54. 
citeth Smarcz very impertedtly |, that {o .he 
may ſeeme the more to fauour Secular Cut 
rats.For hc,tomo 3.de Relig lib. 1. cap. 21. avio- 
lutly prefers Religious Prietts, teaching that 
the ſtate of infer1our Paſtors ts more perfe@ 
only in ſpeculation, not in practice, or /ceat- 
ra qmid, in ſome Ob; ve) eee q144Jam (gang 
i. qui moraliter vix adimpletur 507 VPOna Cer» 
AAS ſuppoſition whica morally ſpeaking is 
ſcarſely fulfilled . The Ripiyers arguments , 
That ſecular Curatsare I[iumunators bo 
gents, and therefore more pe rte&tchen thoſe - 


Who arc illyminated , 49 not co ger 


his 49. & diuers other numbers he- 
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gious men in reſpett of whom Secular Curats 
are no Illuminators. Befides according to $. 
Thomas, Secular Curates do illuminate not 
princips/iter , but with limitation, and ſome 
| participation from the Biſhop, who by office 
is principall Illuminatour &'c. +» 

13. Becauſe S. Thomas, and out of him 
M. Doctozr proucd, that the ſtate of a Biſhop 
1s more pertect , then that of a Religious ma, 
becauſe otherwiſe a Religious ma could nor 
be made a Biſhop , for that were retro/þicer:, 
ro looke back ; The Diſesſonr by the ſame 
rcaſon proueth, that Religious ſtare is more 
pertect, then the vocation ofa Secular Cu- 
rate, becaulc he may lawfully enterinto Re- 
ligion. The Reply:y an{wereth that the rea- 
{on of this is becauſe Religious vocation is 
more (ecurethen that of a Curate , not be- 
cauſe it is more noble , But he doth not {2- 
tisfy. For according to this anſ{were , a Secu- 
lar Curate might fortake his charge , and lea- 
ding a private lyfe, atrend to himielte, with- | 
out obligation to giue account for the {0u- 
les of others, which no doubt were more 
fecurc;and yer the R:plicr would nor excule 
ſucha one from a Retroſpeftion. Morcouzrr a 
Religious ſtatc is more {ecure rhen that ofa 
Biſhop, and yet a Biſhop cannot without 
lcaue enter into Religion, as a Secular Cus 
rate nay ; Ergo, it is aligne that Religious 
vocation is not only more ſecure, butalto 
more pertec then X ofa Secular Curatez 
| Eſpecially ifwe adde, whar the Replyer (ec- 
| _ meth roadmir, that as the Biſhop is wed- 

, cd,& bath apact with his Church, ſo allo. 


(63) 


In proportion.a Curate hath with his charge. 


14. Heſayth #.62. that he will notinter- 
pret ſo monly, the words of the Oath, 
which ſtudents in the Seminaryes do take, as 
if they were bound to rerurne into England, 
ſo often, as the Superiours of the ſayd Semi- 
na:yes ſhall commaund. Neyther will I dif- 
pure of that poynt, bur only ſay, that whar 
ſocuer perfection they haue by reaſon of 
that oath, they owe it to Regulars; by whoſe 
motion the taking of thar oath was cnioy- 


ned, It we reſped the practiſe , I conceaue 


that the Replyey will ind men, mote eminent 


inthe Engliſh Cleargy then bimſelte, not to 


admir of fo ſtrict an interpretation, and con- 
af es. that the Replyer cannor by vertue 
of the fayd oath, place Seminary Prieſts in 
an immouable ſtare. Withour doubt , Reli- 
gious men haue an obligation to transterre 
themſelues into England, as often as their 
Superiours ſhall ſo commaund. Morcoucr 
ſeeing Regulars in Englend, expoſe them- 
ſclues ro theſame dangers, and exerciſe the 
ſame fun&ions , with Secular Prieſts , andin 
the ſame manner, namely , by Delegation, 
and Commiſſion, not as Ordinary Paſtours; 
ir followerh, rhar in this, Regulars are © uall 
to them, and in reſpect of Religious Nate 
ſurpaſſethem , as Nichola Smith #. 16. obler- 
ucd , and therefore rhe compariſon berwixt 
Regular Prieſts, and Secular Curates , can 
only be inreſpe ofſuch,as are Ordinaryes- 
Wherfore the Replyers ſaying #. #2. that _ 
Seminary Prieſts , vnder the Biſhop, 15 Te 


higheſt eallngia the Churchof God- 7 \.e 
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robe appraued, jfhe iprend to preferrecheir .. 
CmDg before ail Re Wh V ER Kcreainy oh 
Regulars, exc&!l them , as Seculars ,andin 
Calling, ſome are atleaſt equalk Iſay, ac 
lcaſt, becauſe there want not Regulars, who 
are bound by an <fþcciall Vow, to expoſe 
Their liues for the good of foules, noronly 
in England, orfora limiccd ryme , butper. 
perualy , and ,in ,whatſocuer moſt remote 
place of the world; and euen in that refpett, 
alchough tk:zy had no other Vow of obe.. 
_dience, are in.an immoyeable ſtare, byniling 
t:mto acts of great pertetion, with hazard 
of liberty , and lyfe, forſaking of Countrey, 
kinsfolkes, friends'f5'c. 1 will nobſtand with 
him, whether Paſtours in Cathglicke Coun- 
treys, who areproperly Ordinary es, will bey 
cotent, that he preterre the Seminary Prieſts 
Calling, before theyrs , whereby they are 
aliv obliged to hazard their Ifucsfor their 
ſheepe, and with greater immoBility , then 
Seminary Prieſts arc, This I will fay, that his 
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ailertiondeſtroyerh thoſe groundets wherl / 
r. 42. hecndeauoureth to prefetre the Cal- 
ling of Secular Curates , before thoſe Relt. 
pious, who by thicir Inſtiture pcrtorme the 
functions of Paſiours , by Preaching , ad&- 
n.ini{tring Sacraments £9'c. For the lame rea- 
ſons. which there heallcad geth,in fayo ur,of 
Cuzatcs, agaynſt Religious men, do in the 
,vcry. ſame - manner vrge agaynſt Seminary 
Pricſts, all bcin g reduced ro this, AATER 
tc5do thoſe funttians by Ordipary | right & 
-vffige , Religious by Commiſhon, Delega- 
Bog, and Priuilcdges, as likiIſe Seminary 
j —_ "w : WITS $6 be + OO ' "" Pricſts 
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© Þ Pricfisdo: and therforche mu 


heſtynder the Biſhop, but alſo, tharit is 


gher then the calling of thoſe Biſhops,who -- 


donot —_ hazard their liberty and lyfe, 
that is to ſay, of moſt part of Bihops.Laltly? 


ifonce the y grant , that the Qrdinary 


Paſtorſhip of Curates , may be prepondera 
ted by the dager to which Seminary Prieſts 
expoſe themſclues, he opencth ancaſy ways 
to defend, that Religious Prieſts by reaſon 
of their ate, htneſle to help their neigbour 
&'c. may be preferred before Curats,althoghe 
theſe be ardinaryes, and Religious be not, cle 
pecially if thoſe Ret; gious , bealſoordaynee 
to help their neighbour . And heere I can- 
not omit to note ſome ſtrang ſpeaches of the 
yer,who #.42.{kcaking of choſe Religious 
who by their Inſtiture do many funRions of 
Paſtours , as preaching , miniſtringof Sacra- 
ments &'c. ſayth, Thatin Regulars this is2c< 
eeflory , in Paſtours principal! ; in Regulars 
it is voluntary,in Paſtours neceſſary &@c.For 
who cuer hcard that ir is acceſſory,or volun- 
tary toa Religious man, to performe rhoſe 
things, to which he is obliged by his very In. 
tute f : 
15- Allthat he hath agaynſt the Diſcofony 


our the diſtn@ion kauing all thingee” 


A 
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ferre thoſe Religious, or not wn: hand 
nary Prieſts before .Curates. Beſydes , if Sei. 
minary Prieſts ought to be preferred beforp 
Curates, becauſe they dayly hazard their li- 
berty , and life ; Curates will ſay, that this 
_—_ proucth too much , namely , that the 

minary Prieſts calling isnot only the hi= 


In preparation of mynd , and aQtualſſeauin 
allrhings , goeth von aſuppoftition,as if ve 
eholas Smith had denyed That diſtinion 
which he neuer did ; and therfore in vayne 
healicadgerh Authors in proofe of thar di. 
Kinction agaynſt the Di/cſionr , who only 
ſayd, and proued,that euen in preparation of 
mynd to leaue a[l ra ,Relipious excell ſe. 
cular Perſos; & that the leauing of all things 
added a great pertection to the preparation 
of mynd, it beingan Heroica!l, and very me- 
ritorious act ; fo muchythar S. Thomas 1. part. 

+43. art. 6. doubred not toteach , that the 
Holy Ghoſt is ſent in a particular manner, 
when one forſaketh all that he poſlciſed. Lik. 
wiſe all that the Replyer bringeth ro proue, 
that Counſels are juſtruments to Perfedtis it 
{lfe , for which he needlefly alledgeth Au- 
thors; isanſwered out ofthe A, 0 where 
we may gather , thata thing-may be ſayd to 
belong to Perfection only inſtrumentally,or 
ellenrially,as Charity is ;or laſtly inſtrumen- 
tarily ind: ſecondarily , as S.. Thomas faith the 
ouſels are, which is morethenonly inſtru. 
mentally, as the habits of vertues diſtin tro 
Charity, are Perfection ſecondarily, butnot 
only inſtrumetally ; which the Di/caſſoxr ex- 
plicateth #. 23. What Nicholas Smithalledged 
ourtof S$.Thomas that Charity conliſterh leco- 
darily inthe loue of our neighbour, was only 
to ſhew, thar there isdiftcrece betwixt (econ» 
dartly ,and only inſtrumentally ; becauſe ac- 
cording to S. Thomas , Charity conliſteth (e- 
condarily inthe loue of our neizhbour.z but 
Bo man will ſay, that Chrity conliſterh n_ 
ouc 


[6 EF 
ſoue of our TIES Taka ;and 

_ that therfore M. Do#onr ſayd not well, that 
Pertetion confiſteth in the Coliſcls only in. 
ſtrumentally ; whereas S, Thomas had fayd, 
that PerfeCion confiſteth in the Counſels in. 
ſtrumentally , and ſecondarily. But the Dif. 
eafour neuer intended, to makea parity inall 
reſpects, berweene the louc of our- Neigh=- 
bour, and -the Euangelicall Counſels, And 
ſo all is anſwered, that he hath ». 65. Finall 
that which Nicholas Smith chiefly:-found faule 
with in eM. Doforr, was not the diſtinftions 
of preparation of mynd ,andattuall lauing 
allrhings , or a perfection ellentially,and in- 
ſtrumentally ; but his indiſtin&t, ambiguous, 
and obſcure manner of propoling,  & apply- 
ing them, as in expretſe wordes may be feenc 


in the Di/taſſjon n. 23.24. 25. And indeed Nico 
las Smith did of purpole vie , that circumipe- 
Rion, becauſe he knew well, thatthole dit- 
tintions were good , being rightly vndere- 


ſtood, and fitly applyed. I delire the Reader 
to peruſe the place a[leadged in the Diſenſſion, 

16. To prouethat the Apoſtles were nor 
Religious , he doth his beſt cndeauour, and 


infyne Sarmiento alone is the man, by bim' 


alleadpged, who doth indced deny, that the 
Apoſtles were Religious. But ſccing that, as 
Nitholas Smith q. 7. 8. 7. did wilb, 2 Learned 
Penne hath' fince the printin of this Dif 


, fo ally , as more 
caſtor hand led this matter wb. hn der to 


cannot be deſired, I refcrre | 

that Treatilſc , namely the eApology for Oc. 
"I Which in my Preface mentioned , where he 

tall fyad this poy at handled, ca 


| 6] 
THE VI. QVESTION:- 


Whether Rel ne ,45 Religions, be 
of the Hierarchy. 


C- HE whole diſcourſe of the Replyer, 
 Inthisqueſtion,is anſwered by only 
| ſerting downe the ſtate of the Que= 

Non aright , as the Di/c»ſſowr hath done #.8. 

& the Qxalificator Se. 5. where all is anſwe. 

red, that is brought by the Inquiſitor; & the 

Repiyer hath no more in cftc then he. For 

Þoth of them will needs haue the Queſtion 

to be;zw hether Religious, as Religious. be of 

the Hierarchy,as Hierarchs, Princes, or Go- 
ternours therof , which is to rake the Hie- 
rarchicall body of Gods church contiſt only 
ot Heades: w heras the Qiieſ:ionis; W hether 
properly,fumply, and abiolutly , Regulars,as 

egulars , be not of the Hicrarchyzas with» 
out doubrtthey are more then Secular,as Sc- 
cular, who, as ſuch, are,inferiour to Reli- 
ous: as Religious. Not only amongſt che 

terarchs, bucamongſ thoſe alſo, who are 
gouerned, there js diverſity ofdegrees; and 
all belongro the Hierarchy, more , orleſle, 
accordin, to the perfection of their ſtate,& 
calling, which in Regulars, is very remar- 

Kable among diucrs degrees of Perſons in 

Gods Chanch. | 


. 2. Heendeauoureth at large to proue,out 
ef S. Dcris, That none are of the lexarchy, | 
- Except Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons,whic 
_. BTucin that particular tenſes which —_ 


- | 17 


oo _—_ 
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inrenderh , Bur che Rood mouft anfirere his 
owne argument, & confeſle, that in another 
ſenſe , others befides thoſe three mentioned, 
are of the Hierarchy. For M. Doflonr Chap. ®: 
geacheth , that all in /cſſcr Orders. as eAcoiyts 
&c.areofthe Hierarchy , and the Replyer n. 
43. endeauoureth to prouec, that eM. Dofow 
placeth Cardinals in the & norjy . Betides, 


as L haue ſayd , ſome Religious , by their In, 
iture,mult illuminate others; & be Prieſts; j 
Ergo, ſuch, cuen as Religious, belong tothe pl > 


rarchy. | 
3. If the Replyer will exclude allfrom the 
Hierarchy ,except Biſhops, Pricfts and Dca« 
cons , then eMH. Dofony Chap. 8. n.8 doth by 
the ſacred Councell of Trext, pronounce hm 
accurſed, Thus he writeth: Certayne it is, tha# l 
thr Orders of Birhops, ms | Deatons , and Sub. | 
d&4c0ns rc of the dinine Inititntion. Fherfore the {1 
Comncel of T rent thws pronomnceth( Sefſ- 23 £48. R113 
6.) Siquisdixerit &c.If anyone 5hali ſay, thet m4 
re is not in the Charch a Hicrarchy, inflitmted Mi9 
the dinine Ordinance , which conſiite th of Bi- mY 
ibops, Priet#s,and Minifters ,let him be accarſtd. HE 
which wordes the (omncell defyming , that there q! 
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| , | 
Is 8 Hierarchy inflitutca by the dixinc ordnance, | 108 

I & which Cone of Bichops, Prieftr, and M cy j | 

, If Perrin the plaral nember, maſt needs _ il 

; || *tleaft Deacons , and Snbdeacons . 50 that this j 
Hierarchy of Order \atleaft in reſpelf - by ops ll 
Pricfls, Deacons,and Subdcacons 6 IMTIFuR oy l 


free 
Chrift, far M. Door. Whertorcto 7 : 
ins : Thus fa 2 Curſe, and 5. De ow we 
our in M. DoJoars opinion,you Mult gr20ts 


, 


that you hauc nor rightly 1$, Dems 


DE In —_— ww we — 0 


m_—_ © 


fo proue, that _ Biſhops, Prieſts and Deg: 
cons, are of the Hierarchy', in fuch nianneex 
that all other muſt be excluded. For eM. Ds- 
Goxr hath tould you, as a matter of Faith, 
thar Subdeacens alfo are of the Hierarchy, 
& that by diuine Inſtitution. You muſt then 
explicate S . Denis, that he nameth Biſhops, 
Prieſts, & Deacons, not to exclude all other, 
but becauſe theſe are the higheſt Orders in 
the Chntch ,and ſo Religious may be of the 
Hierarchy , notwithſtanding what you al- 
leadge out of S. Denis, whodoth expreſly 
place the order of Monkes inthe Hierarchy 
Cap. 6 . tit. Contempletio. Ny, 
' 4+ Likewiſe, when the Councell of 
Trentdefincthas a matter of Faith, that by di. 
une Ordinace, there is in theChurch a Hie« 
rarchy , which conſiſteth of Biſhops, Prieſts, 
and Miniſters, which ſome moderne Here- 
tiques denyed ; it only followeth, that ſuch 
arecertaynly of the Hierarchy , but not that 
they only are, as many Dcuines hold lefler 
Orders not to be of the divine Inſtitution :. 
and yet M. Dofonr teacheth that all in leſſer 
Dodech ,are of the Hierarchy , and no man 
willaftirme, that the ſacred Councell inten- 
dedto condemne as Hereticques , thoſe De- 
uincs, whotcach that the Leſſer Ordersare 
not of diaine inſtitution : or that, according 
to the Councell, it isan Hereſy to ſay, that 
Car: nals, Vicar-Generals, Archdeacos &Ft« 
who,are not of the diuine Inſtitutio, yea are 
not neceſfarily Biſhops, Prieſts, Deacons,or 
Subdeacons , can belong ro the Hierarchy , 
And therfore the Replycy had no xeaſon.ro 
| (- 


Wa > RIS. 
blame Nichol Smith ſeuerely, as he doth 
x, 11, for ſaying, that it were raſhneſſe to af 
firme, that the 
as2a matter of Fayth, that ynder the name of 
- ie could be comprehended only Bi. 
ſhops & c. Arlengrh the Replyer #.13. is for 
ced to extend SF. Dexs his dodttrine , and to' 
bring in Subdeacons, and other inferiour © 
Orders, as [ikwiſe he muſt fynd meanes to 
bringin Cardinals, Archdeacons , Vicar-ge= 


Re WW SY a. w 5 


Religious men. 
5» Thus his reaſons from ». 27. to 26. fall 

of themſclues, as only prouing that Reli- 
| gious, as Religious, preciſely, are not Goucr= 
nours, or I; Juminatorsin the Hierarchy , but. 
nor, that they are not of itproperly , and ab- 
ſolurly , or not more then Secular , formally 
as Secular. And if they be Prieſts, & Paftours, 
they are as much ar Oak Hierarchy , Incucry 
relpeR ,as Secular Prieſts , and Paſtours. 

6. Itisſtrangto ſec hozy v. 28, hetrifleth, 
as if Nicola Smith had cuer denyed, that the 
Hierarchy comprehendeth both Order , and 
Iuifdi&ion. Wheras he expreſly affirmerh it 
#.;.and thence inferreth,that the word Hic- 
rarchy hath a laticude- h 

7. Hedoth not ». 31. ſufficiently free M. 
Dofoar from the Di/euſſoars iuſt complaint, 
for his ſaying , That S, Berwerd affirmed the 
Hicrarthy to be perturbed, when Abbots are: 
ſubrra&ed from rhe Biſhops luriſdiction. For 
the Saint cxpreſly $ nts Exemptions, E 
only repreheadeth ſuch as are granted wy 


| ambition, 2s at 
nreaae , Or procured gs 


uncell intended, to define* 


nerals &9 6. & finally giue ſome place to poore © 


m 
4 & - ® 
E —— 


agth the. Iver ha lee confeſferk ; and 


thertore M, DoFoxr ought not abſolutly to 
have alleadged S. Borntng , as ſaying The 


Chureb is perturbed , when Abbors are ſub. 
tracted from the Biſhops Iuriſdition. 


_-8. The Diſesſfowr ncucr taught , Grace, 


| OrCharity alone can place one in the Eccle.. 


Gaſtical! Hierarchy : For they alone, are not 
ſafficiet,to make one a meber of the Church 
militant. But he taught, thar an external Pro. 
feſſion , and ſtate 0 = , ordayned to Per- 
fetion of Grace,and Charity, is ſufficient to 
place the Profeſfours thereof in the Eccle- 


 Giafticall Hierarchy , in that degree, wherin 


according to their ranke , the excel! others 
not in that degree , wherin ſome particular 
Religious man, may chance roexccll ſome 
Biſhop, in grace, and Charity, becauſe that is 
accidentallto their ſtates; as lik wiſe ſome lay 
man, or woman, may exceed ſome Religious 
man , inperfeQion of the loue of God. And 
by this isanſwered, what he hath #. 33. abour 
ancierus, whocannot be denyed, to haue 
Fences Religious mcnin the Hierarchy , ina 

igh degree, not only accidentally ; by rea- 
ſon of ſome particular Religious mens Cha- 
rity, but per /e loquendo , & by reaſon of their 
ſtare; Alſo, out of what we haue fayd, is ta- 
fily anſwered the obietion he bringerh #. 
43-agaiof the argument, which Nicolss S$anth 
made s. 9. whete he proueth 3 That ifſome 
men by Grace, may, according to S, Thowme!, 
be aſſumed to the Order of An els ,"in the 
Celeſtial Hicraychy; an externatl fiare of life 


PE , I 
fettion of grace joke fe, well place 
men on carth, in the Ecclefiaſtical Hierarchy. 
Bur Nichols Smith neqer dreamed , that men 
by grace become indeed Angels, Archan. 
gels &e. 

9. Allthathe hath s. z4. 35, about the 
tranſlation of S. Den his definition of a Hie- ! 
rerchy , is anſwered inthe eAdmonition to the if 


% 


Rader on to the Qnalification. | 
©. The | —_— toproue thar-one may... | 
be of the Hicrarc y,al 


{ though by office be do |! 
riot illuminate, or perfect others, inſtanceth bl 
inthe loweſt Angell, whoisnot to illuminate of 
any other, and yet cannot be excluded from Nat 
che Cefeftiall Hierarchy . Whar doth the Re- Wh: 
#!yeranſwere ? Nothing in effect, but by de- £13 
nying, that the loweſt Angell, of Order of ||| 
ngels, arc abſolarly. of he Celeſtiall Hie- 11. 
rerehy , but only ina certayne ſenſe, which 
indeed he muſt needes affirme , by the fame : 
reaſons for which he denycrth Religious to 4 
be of the Hierarchy , becauſe their office is i; 
nottoillnminare, or perfeR others. But this 11 
doQrine is a thing vnheard of amongſt De- me 
uines, who with the holy Fathersteach, that i112 
there are nine Orders of Angels, comprifed [ [8 
inthree Hierarchies: burnow the Reptyer will — |}! 
hauc one Order of m—__ , belonging to no if 
Hierarchy . Ifhe put Angels ont ofthe Celc- | 
ſtiall, Religious men haue , Iconfeffe, lefſe |) 
reafor to wonder , or take till, ifhe exelude |) 
A. | 
Il. e fayth #:45- I, q 
Doflonr dehyed uot Cardinalls to be ofthe 


ne, 
Hierarchy, be vil nog ep c0'® pichoul 


a 


_—_ 41 "1 
”, withour granting, that ro be of the Hierars, 
chy , nceyther Iurifdition , nor Order isre.. 
id. For although Cardinalls may be in. 
rders, and actually hauc Iuriſdiion ouer 
ehcir titles , yet their Turiſdiction, as M. Do= 
foxr Chap.10.#. 19. layth out of] Bedarminc, 
is bur like to the Iuriſdidtio ofa Pariſh Prieſt 
in his Pariſh; & that Iuriſdiftion is acciden- 
tall to the office of Cardinall, as Cardinail, 
which reſpeterth the common good of the 
yniuerſall Church , and yet euecn as Cardi. 
palls, they haue a moſt eminent place in the 
Hicrarchy , next to the Pope. If once it be 
graunred, that neyther Order nor Iuriſdicti-. 
on 15 required, to place one in the Hierarchy, 
then Religious men , whole ſtate is in the 
Church ot God much reſpected, yea befides 
whome , none except Biſhops, are in ſtatc of 
PeiteRion, according to S. Thomas, may be, 
& are of the Hierarchy in a very perfect. ma< 
ner, In a word. if Cardinalls be not of the 
Hierarchy, eM . Dofowr bad not byn much 
wronged , although Nicolas Smith had fayd , 
That by his Principles they muſt be excluded 
from it : and yer forthis cauſe the Repiyern . 
43-is much ottended with the Dr/enſſoaxy . If 
they be of the Hierarchy , then not only Bi- 
ſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons. arc of the Hic- 
rarchy ,as the Replycr hath much laboured ro 
roucout of S., Denis: and by that' labour, 
th only put-himſelfe vpon an incuirtable 
. neceſſity, toanſ{were thearguments he nfade 
forcxcluding Religious men. 
| 12,  Neuerth<leſle, ifro make one.of the- 
Wfucrarchy,it be neceliary chat he Ts 


&perfeR others; Religious, eus 


in that ,donotneceſlarily depend, bur are &. 
xempt from Biſhops 


of a houſe depen eth not on the Biſhop, tor 


the meere temporall adminiſtration of his 
Kingdome,, or _— And fo thar part of 


the 


— _— - 


of lyte which for the perfection of it, was b bl 


| 


as being aboue the reach of Ordinary per. 
ſons,according to that of Matt.rg.Qm pote# 


fapere, caplat . 
THE VII. QVESTION. 


Whether by the precedent Queftions, we hane /uf- 
Poiently ==” wing M. Do@Qours Treati/e, 
for ſuch poy nts, aeyther deſermed Co- 
futation,orrequired explication. 


I HIS Queſtion was propoſed by N- 
colas Smith , not to boaſt of what he 
had donne, in the precedent Que- 


Rions , as the Replyer pag. 2044.57. is pleated. | 


to inſinuate, but to the end theReader might 
know , where to fynd anſwere to any diffi» 


culry in 74 . DofFoars booke , whicht eDi/= - 


enſſonr did not anſwere Chapter for Chapters 


and-number for number. 


Religions). © 
cannot be excluded: becauſe forRe IS obs" 
ſcruances, they illuminate one another, and” 


as the King or Mayſiter 


: 
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it ſcemerh a Rang FAY & litle edifying, 

to ſay, as Nicol Smith ſayth , that he neuer 

heard, that the Church muſt be gouerned by 
the Secular Cleargy. Nicol4s Smith did indeed 
wonder, to hearc «M. Dofonr (ay inhis E. 
piſtle s. 22 . that Secular Pricſts , are by the 
divine Inſtitutis, goucrnours of the church 


"p.....TheC yd he) meff. be gomcrned by the 
Cr Ele Tunes 4 wy Pe hed 6g 
| Roxrs is Gods Church be R;itzions men? How 
thes # it 4 dinine Inflitution , that the Charch 
mult be gonerned by the Sccnlar Cleargy ? T hus 
the Diſcuſſoxr. And what can be more true? 
Forif by diuine Inſtitution,the gouernmenr 
of the Church belong to the Secular Clear. 
&y , then is it a breach of the diuine law, to. 
ume Religious mento be Biſhops, or Pa- 
ftours , which is to condemne the dayly pra- 
Riſc of Gods Church. The Replyer ejicy 4 
not one reaſon to cofute what Nicolas Smith. 
fayd,faue only,thart the Church,for the moſt 
part , is poucrned by the Secular Clearyy, 
which is farre from prouing,that it isa diwize 
Juſliration , that the Charch b gonerned bythe 
Scewlar Cleargy ; as it cannor be proucd , that 
Dueking or example, or conuerting of 
Infidels, by divine Inſtitution belonges to 
the Regular Clergy , becauſe they preach 
at home to fithrullpeople , and arc Fac ro 
 Temore Countreys for the Conucriton of In« 
fidels, more then Secular Pricſts . Swarc3ci- 
red by Bs Repoyer #. 5. neuer ſayd, that Reli- 
O 


ou urs, gouerne by Delegation , or 
riuiledge or that it isagainſt the diuine In- 
» 


c 
Kitmio Gat Religious me be madePaſtours. 
ES | 3» From 


ba 
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[77] 
From his s. 10. to 15. he goeth aboug 
to prouc,that my Lord of Chdlcedos is Ordie 
nary , after an extraordinary manner ,by ar. 
guments, eaſy to be anſwered , if it were pere 
tinent to the defence of Nicolas Smith | as it is 
nor; and therforeTI reterre the Reader,to the 
an{were of the Regulars, tomy Lord of {Shale 
g:40#5 letter. For the Defence of Nicole: Smith 


tis inough , to take what the Repiyer yi 


cth,to wit,that my Lord is not Ordinary, 


an Ordinary manner,as Nicol «« Smith pro. 
Rey the definition of an Ordinary, giuen 
by eM. Dofoxr. For this grant ſuppoſed, I ar. 
guc thus ; The divine Inſtiturion, that in the 
whole Church, and (4s M. Dof#oxr would 
thence inferre ) in cucry notable part therof, 
there ſhould be Biſhops , is eyther fulfilled in 
England , by placing there my Lord of Chae 
e:aow, or not. If it be fulfilled , chen the Pope 
might inthe whole Church place only Ore 
dinaryes inanextraordinary manner, by De- 
run , or Commiſfion,which no Catho= 

oo can grant. If it 'g Lis fulfilled jo fi 

(and, then - month e Pope is yet obligec 
- giue vs a Biſhop , Ordinary in an ordi. 
nary manner , which I bclicue he will not 
_ Phe 3 —_ - muſt ingly ow a 
the Dy ar ; ere is nq diuine pre» 
eept,to hauea Biſhopin © land but allmuſt 
be left to the ſupreme Paſtours diſcretion, 
whetherirbe beſt for vs to be gouerned by 


2 Biſhop, or otherwiſe. 
4. The Di/euſſ#r #.5.concerning my Lord 
of Chalcedons maintenance, pra ages -=x: of 
9 
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what others did, and do ſay, himſclfe abſtay. 
ningro intermeddle in that matter: yer » 4 
R;ypiyers argument vs. 27, rather proueth , that 
Catholicks are not obliged to mantayne my 
Lord of (halcedon , if without his Lordſhip 
they can be ſufhciently prouided , of all ſpi- 
rituall helpes, by Prieſts, Secular or Regular; 
becauſe by the law of Nature , they arc ebli- 
fed only ro prouide themſelues, of meanes 
toatrayne ſaluation, Whether or no, Cathos, 
lickes canbe ſufficiently prouided for, with= 
eur my Lord of Chalccdon; Nicolas Smith ne- 
utr diſputed, nor did he cuer giuethelcaſt in- 
f1rittation , that it were bctter not to hauc a 
Eithop in Engiad,wholly referring that point; 
fo the decermination of his Holines : and the 
R:ply:r is much to blame, for his taxing rhe 
. Di/caſſonr, as oppoling the comming of a Bi2 
ſhop into England. Thoſe Houſes which the 
Replyer n. 18. tecarmeth Htately, and rurneth 
from the lingular, to the plura)l number, are 
knowne by thoſe, who haue beſt reaſon to 
know it , not to haue pur” Engliſh Catho- 
I: ckes to charges; and although they had,yer 
itis knowne, that all was for thcir ſeruiec, to 
prepare ſuchas might, induetyme , cmploy 
totes ind fe, inhelp of England. 
C, 06 RePOer hath no reaſon ,to be of-, 
fended with the Di/e»ſſoxr , for ſaying , that 
M. Dofoxr was miſtaken, while he put loans: 
wes, Silucrins ,and Martinus to hauc ſuffered 
martyrdome before Conftantincs ty me .' For 
his marginall note hath (27, Popes martyrs be= 
fore the tyme of Conftantine) amongſt which 
#7-tholc three were placed, Yea M. Dofionr 
$24 5h - ——_—S IQ» 
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created , euen in tyme of Perſecution, when 
the Creation of Popes , or Biſhops was op= 


poſcd ; for which purpoſe, the example of 


thoſe three Popes, could not ſerue, vnleſic 
he had conceaued, that they were before (on- 
flantine, for otherwiſe he could not imagine, 
but that they ſuffered in tyme of Chnitian 
Emperours,as defafotholerthree Popes did, 
when the creation of Popes, was-not parti= 
cularly oppoſed . The reaſons alleadged by 
the Roper only proue, that if eH. Dofonrr 
miſtooke, he had no reaſon tor it: yer to da 
the Ryplyzy a fauour, I will! be content with 
him , to caſt the errour von one , whome he 
fayth M. Dofosr truſted, in making the mare 
| mms" , ypon condition that he giue me 

caue to ſay , that thoſe three Popes , who 
dyed not before Conflantine, made not to the 
purpoſe, for which they were by M. Doffow 
alleadged. And becauſe I would not wron 
him, who made the marginall notes, I mu 
in his behalfe ſay, that he had but reaſon, to 
make the noteas he did, conſidering M. Do« 
' Homrs drift, & manner. of expreſſing himlelte., 
It is a wonder that inthis very place, the Re= 
plyer would helpe himſclfe with a ſheet: 


note , and excuſe M. Dof#oxr, becauſe he ci. 
te! h Boxiug in the margent , which ( fayth he ) 
Nicolas Smith ſhould haue' mentioned . But 
ius neuer ſaid, that thoſe three Popes were 
before Conftantine , and therfore yieldeth no 
excuſe fore MH. Dofosr, nor had Nicolas Smith 
any obligation to mention him. | 
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prodnecth them to prouc , that Popes were 
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with theſe wordes . He that findes him/2!fe ob ls 
fo onercome the temptations of the world, and with 
the grace of God, bath Confid&ce not only to works 
bis owne ſaluation, butalſothe ſalnation of many 
others; let him, if be likg that ftate, take vpon hirg 
an Apoftolicall ,Pricflly comrſe of life;*Pricſii bein 
go lie inthe midft of the ji el of the world, 
by re<ſou of their Preaching Teaching , and Ad= 
exinifiring Sacraments. Tf be otherwiſe be weakg, 
feeble,& is hardly able to pafic _—_ thoſe Wp- 
tatiss & allwrements with ſafcty of his own fomle, 
let bins haften to ſome Religions comrſe of lyfe, pr b 
portionable to his force, and liking : and if he hath 
not thoſe talents , which are required in Pricfts, 
and that he cannot brooks the axfterity of Religion, 
let him endeanonr to ferwe Godin the world. T hug 
he declaring, what mcane conceit hc hath of 
Religious perfeftion. And I pray Gad, the 
like $292k 95008 , hauc not taken dcepe 
roote , 1n too may now a dayes « Yourdiuie 
fion of diuers ſorts of perſons, is not ade- 
guate. For, befdes thoſe whome you men» 
tion , thereis afourth kind of perſons, who 
hauc confidence, by Gods grace,to ſauertheir 
foules inthe world , and yet forattayningaf 
Perfeion, & greater vnion with their Crea» 
tour, are not content, only to keep Gods 
Commandements in the world , bur alſo are 
inflamed with adeſire, to obſcrue the Euane 
gclical Counſels in a Religious ſtate: & ſome 
of thoſe, beſydes the perfeRtion of their owne 
ſoule, are further called , cucn in a Religious 
ſtare, to pracure the ſaluation,and perfection 
of their neyghbour ,eyther by their proper 
Aafticurs , or by comandottheirSyperiaurs: 


. 


wo [8 
If ;zour eonceite were nd , whoſocuer be. 
 holdeth a Religious man, might poyant at. 
him , and ſay; This was a weake, and feeble 
perſon, & hardlyable to paſſe inthe world, 
with the ſafety of his owne ſoule. A raſh,vn. 
worthy, &, I may ſay, vnchriſtian cenſure. S. 
Thomas 2.2. q.189. ar. 1. of-purpoſe teacherh, 
that not only perſons , already habituated in 
ob{eruation of the commandements, bur all 
hrners may enter into Religion ;thole to if-" 
ercaſe in perfection , theſe to auoyde linne. 
. This Saint then , held it for cerrayne , that ( 
Religion 15 not only for thoſe , who are wea- 
ke, & feebic, & hardly able to paſſe through 
the tempiations ofthe world, withthe ſafety 2 
of their ſoule , bur much more , tor ſuch as E: 
are already grounded 1n vertue , and by that E 
meanes, better diſfoſcd to attayne Religious | 
. perfeQtion. Certainly, the Angelicall Doffour | 
would haue made vs an Exhortation , farre i 
ifferent from yours, and would haue ſayd: NY 
| 


Ifany feare his owne frailty in the world,and 
otherwiſe haue talenrs for Religion , let him 
.vadertake thar ſtate. Religio isa ſtate of ſecu- 
bity.Ifany with the keeping of thecomman- I8- 
dements , defire to ioyne the oblcruation of b 
the Euangelicall Counſels, let him haſten ro : 
Religion. Religion is acourle of [yte, for its [4 
bcight , counſelled', not commanded. [fany | 
already good, deſire to be perfect, let him fly 

fo Religion, Religion is a ſchoole of Perte= 

ion, as our B. Sauiour Matth.rg.to one that 

had all ready kept the comandemears, fayd: 
rp Wilt b perfeF# go ſell the things that thow 
gh.63's« It any togeather "- his owne _ 


AS 
has 
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fe&ion , thirſt after the * SR , and perfe; 
Etion of others; with great merit, nd ſecure 
rity to himſelfe , let him imbrace a Religious 
courſe; Religion nor only perfefteth a mang 
ſelfe, bur alſo cnableth him to help others 
with leſſe danger to his owne ſoule. Go 
grant we were as carefull to correſpond to 
our Vocation, as we are certayne the Voca- 
tion in it ſeife is perfe ; of which S. Bernard 
(!. deprecept ET diſpo.)was not afrayd to ſay, 
'Preeminet vnincrſis vite hamane gencribu : Tr 
hath a preheminency before all kindes of hu» 
mane lyfe. 


Trnrz CoONCcLVSION. 


One ſaith,itis the worſt property of warre 
That proſperous {ucceſſesare imputed to all, 
misfortunes to ſome one. (Tacit. in vits eA- 

ric. ) Contrarywiſe in this Pen-Combar 

wiſh , that whatſocuer is amiſle , may fall 
_ only ypon my ſelfe. If any thing yield fatis- 
fation, I hartily deſire, it may wholy redoud 
eo the honour of Epiſcopali Dignity, to the | 
commendation of a Religious ſtate, to peace 
amongſt our ſelues , and, aboue all, to the 


Etcraall Glory of the moſt B, Trinity, 
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. Pag. 52. lin. 1. thero corrige therob. 
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